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Meets the standards for both a Biological Evaluation (FSM 2672.42) and Biological Assessment (50 CFR 

402.12(f)).                        





INTRODUCTION 

 

The purpose of this document is to present the analysis and determination of effects of the 

alternatives on federally listed species (endangered, threatened, and proposed) and Forest Service 

sensitive species (FSM 2670.31-2670.32).  

 

This biological evaluation report (BE) conforms to legal requirements set forth under section 7 of 

the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (19 U.S.C. 1536 (c), 50 CFR 402.12 (f) and 402.14). Section 

7(a) (1) of the ESA requires federal agencies to use their authorities to further the conservation of 

listed species. Section 7(a) (2) requires that federal agencies ensure any action they authorize, 

fund, or carry out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of federally-listed species, or 

destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 

 

Forest Service policy requires that a review of programs and activities, through an effects 

analysis document (referred to in current Forest Service policy as a  biological evaluation or BE), 

be conducted to determine their potential effect on threatened and endangered species, species 

proposed for listing, and Regional Forester-designated sensitive species (FSM 2670.3). Under 

the ESA, the effects analysis report is called a biological assessment (BA) and must be prepared 

for federal actions that are “major construction activities” to evaluate the potential effects of the 

proposal on listed or proposed species and critical habitats. The contents of the BA are at the 

discretion of the federal agency and will depend on the nature of the federal action (50 CFR 

402.12(f)). A BE may be used to satisfy the ESA requirement to prepare a Biological 

Assessment. Preparation of a Biological Evaluation as part of the NEPA process ensures that 

TEPS species receive full consideration in the decision-making process.  

 

 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSAL 

 

The intent of this project, hereinafter referred to as the Baldy Mountain Project, is to treat 

existing vegetation including pinyon, juniper, aspen, and mixed mountain shrubs to benefit 

wildlife habitat; reduce fuels both within and outside of the wildland urban interface; and 

improve landscape resiliency.  This will be accomplished by mechanical and hand crew thinning 

and using prescribed fire.  Reintroducing fire to the ecosystem will reduce the risk of large 

catastrophic wildland fire and other disturbances and subsequent post-disturbance effects such as 

flooding and soil erosion.  The project area provides habitat for multiple species including Rocky 

Mountain bighorn sheep, elk, and mule deer.   

 

The need is to create openings and additional edge habitat and increase the quality and quantity 

of grazing and browsing opportunities for big game and to reduce hazardous fuels.  This area has 

been largely free of disturbance for some time and the resulting mountain shrubs and trees are 

thick and moving towards a decadent state with little understory and providing little quality 

browse. 

 

The Forest Service and cooperators propose to treat up to 6,104.6 acres amongst multiple 

vegetation types within the Baldy Mountain Landscape Resiliency and Habitat Improvement 



Project Area.  The project area is located approximately 2 miles east of the town of Ridgway and 

east to the Uncompahgre Wilderness boundary. Hwy 550 is largely the western boundary which 

runs south to approximately 1.5 miles north of the City of Ouray Colorado (See Figure 1 Below).  

This proposal is the result of collaboration between the U.S.D.A. Forest Service, Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), the Mullin’s Ranch, and 

multiple other landowners.  The project area includes National Forest System (NFS) lands, 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and private lands.  Treatment polygons occur within each 

of these land ownerships.  NRCS has been working with the Mullin’s ranch for the past several 

years to improve wildlife habitat on their property which is the northern portion of the project 

area.  The overarching objective of the treatments is to improve wildlife habitat by:  restoring 

and maintaining landscapes across all jurisdictions increasing the quality and quantity of 

available browse; diversifying age classes amongst trees and shrubs; regeneration and resiliency 

of existing aspen stands; developing water sources; and creating more edge habitat.  In turn, 

increasing the browsing and grazing opportunities will reduce competition among the different 

wildlife species and between wildlife and livestock as well.  Secondary benefits of the project 

include:  reduction of hazardous fuels, decreasing the possibility of a large catastrophic wildfire 

in the area, and protection of adjacent wildland urban interface resources. 

 

Treatment methods could include, but are not limited to, using brush masticating machines, 

heavy equipment to aid in the creation of fire lines and improve temporary access for 

masticators, hand tools including chainsaws, and prescribed fire for implementation.  Treatments 

will vary depending on slope, aspect, and existing vegetation.  Implementation for this project is 

planned to begin in the late summer or fall of 2021 and continue for approximately 5 years.  The 

treatments will be maintained into the future at an appropriate interval to maintain the habitat 

effectiveness and reduce the risk of wildfire to private property and infrastructure.  Treatments 

would be maintained at an approximate 10-20 year interval.  Treatment types are summarized 

below in Table 1.   

 
Table 1.  Treatment types by ownership and within the Baldy Mountain Roadless Area. 

 

Activity 
Acres/Miles/Items 

Forest Service CO Roadless BLM Private Total 

Rx Fire Acres 1,075.8 869.8 525.6 661.8 2263.2 

Mechanical Acres 606.9 128.4 347.6 1,289.5 2,244 

Mechanical Option 77.6 59.7 1 419.4 498 

Hand Crew Acres 487.6 450.9 252.4 85.8 825.8 

Buffer Rx Fire 100 

Ft Acres 

101.3 75.5 84.2 88.1 273.6 

Temporary Access 

Miles 

0.92 0 0.90 0.00 1.82 

Water Development 

Items 

0 0 0 1 1 

Total Acres 2,349.2 1,584.3 1,210.8 2,544.6 6,104.6 



 
Figure 1.  Baldy Mountain Project Overview Map. 

 

 

 



Proposed Action 

The mid to low-elevation north facing slopes within the area of proposed mechanical treatment 

units M1-M7,  and prescribed fire units F1, F2, F4, F5, and F7 (refer to Figure 1) are dominated 

by mixed mountain shrubs including large savannah-type oak.  As the elevation increases these 

vegetation types transition into primarily aspen and some mixed conifer.  In these lower 

elevation shrub and oak communities, mechanical treatments and or prescribed fire would be 

implemented.  Mechanical treatments would be completed by a hydroaxe, brush-hog, or another 

similar brush masticating machine.  Focus would be on conserving the large oak by reducing 

ladder fuels around these stands.  In the prescribed fire units (F1, F2, and F4) focus would be on 

burning a portion of these areas to open the canopy of thick dense shrubs, diversifying age 

classes, and using lighting techniques that would conserve the large oak.  These units are also 

typed as Mechanical Option (MO1, MO2, and MO4) which means that we would have the 

option to also treat these areas mechanically either before burning or after burning or just treating 

mechanically altogether.  This option is in place in the event that:  we don’t hit our burn window, 

we don’t have the personnel to burn, or we don’t meet the vegetative objectives from burning 

alone.  The results would be a mosaic of treated and untreated vegetation.  Mechanical 

treatments in Unit M5 would be followed by prescribed fire while conditions still warrant a low-

moderate intensity burn that would foster conservation of the mature oak but would further 

define edges and promote multiple age-classes.  The reduction of shrubs will promote increased 

grass and forb production and the regenerating shrubs will provide excellent browse for 

ungulates.  Mechanical treatments could take place from summer through fall.  Mechanical 

treatments in Gambel’s oak should occur during the oak growing season when carbohydrate 

reserves are low in roots and the oak is growing between June-September.  This will result in a 

less vigorous re-sprouting and growth over the first few years to extend the life of the mechanical 

treatment.  These north facing slopes would likely be burned in the fall after adjacent mechanical 

and prescribed fires on south facing slopes are implemented.   

 

The mid to low-elevation south and west facing slopes within the area of proposed treatment 

units M8-M10 and F3 and F8 are dominated by pinyon and juniper and mixed mountain shrubs.  

Treatments would include mechanical and or prescribed fire.   Spring burning would be ideal for 

these areas while the north facing slope over the ridge is still holding enough moisture to aid in 

holding the fire on the south facing slopes.  Fall burning is also a possibility with control lines 

and treatments on adjacent slopes already completed.  These areas would generally be treated 

before burning on the north face of the slope (where there is planned prescribed fire on the north 

slopes).  Objectives in these areas are: reduce density of pinyon and juniper, promote grass and 

forb production, create more openings, and diversify the age class of mountain shrubs.   The 

flatter lower elevation within the area of proposed treatment unit F8, are a mixture of pinyon, 

juniper, and mixed mountain shrubs.  This area would initially be treated mechanically followed 

by prescribed fire.  Hand crews may be used to access some of the terrain for thinning using 

chainsaws where slopes are too steep for a masticating machine.  Objectives include:  reducing 

density within pinyon and juniper stands while promoting grass and forb production, create more 

openings,  and diversify age classes of pinyon, juniper, and mountain shrubs.  Slash created from 

hand thinning will generally be piled in the flatter more accessible areas for burning, scattered 

where broadcast burning will remove them, or laid parallel to the slope in steep areas to aid in 

the retention of soil and creation of seed beds for seed.  This work will increase habitat 

effectiveness for bighorn, improve their winter range habitat and encourage bighorns to move 



away from the highway by creating quality browsing areas within and adjacent to good escape 

terrain.   

 

The area in the vicinity of Unit F6 is composed primarily of mixed mountain shrubs in the lower 

elevations near the unit boundaries and dominated by aspen in the higher elevations.  Much of 

the aspen in this unit is at a climax age class in which the older trees are dying and falling over.  

Natural re-sprouting of aspen in this area is limited.  This area is proposed for treatment using 

prescribed fire.  Objectives include:  increasing aspen resiliency by promoting the sprouting of 

aspen, diversifying age classes of shrubs and aspen trees, the creation of openings, and grass and 

forb production. 

 

The areas identified as Hand Crew (Units H1-H5) are designated in areas in which the terrain is 

too steep to treat using heavy machinery.  Some of these areas may be accessible with heavy 

equipment and will be masticated where appropriate.  These are mostly on south and west facing 

slopes and will benefit bighorn sheep winter range habitat.  The primary vegetation type in these 

areas is pinyon and juniper.  Treatments will create small openings and corridors through which 

bighorn sheep can travel.  These treatment areas will be seeded with a wildlife mix of native 

seed.  Some hand piles may be created for burning but most trees will be left and laid parallel to 

the slope to aid in the prevention of erosion and create microsites for seed germination.  

Objectives include:  creation of openings and corridors through which bighorn sheep can travel, 

increase grass and forb production, improve bighorn sheep winter range. 

 

Prescribed fire unit F9 is composed of pinyon and juniper at the lower elevations and mixed 

mountain shrubs, aspen, mixed-conifer and open parks at higher elevations.  The boundaries of 

the east and west ends of this unit are system horse and foot trails which would act as fire line to 

bare mineral soil and aid in burning within the unit.  The objectives include:  Diversifying the 

age classes of mountain shrubs, pinyon and juniper, the creation of openings, and grass and forb 

production.  These activities will improve bighorn sheep winter and summer habitat. 

 

The southern end of the project area including mechanical units M9 and M10, south of Crooked 

Tree Gulch, is mostly south facing and steeper.  It is composed primarily of pinyon, juniper, and 

mixed mountain shrubs and open grass meadows.  Mechanical treatments followed up with 

seeding will be the main tools to treat these areas.  Objectives include:  reducing density of 

pinyon and juniper promoting grass and forb production, and diversifying age classes in the 

mixed mountain shrub community.  These activities will improve bighorn sheep winter and 

summer habitat. 

 

Mechanical units M11-M14 are on mostly south and west facing slopes and generally steeper.  

Vegetation in these units is pinyon, juniper, and mixed mountain shrubs.  The focus of these 

units is reducing fuels within the wildland urban interface (WUI) to lessen the severity of an 

unplanned fire and subsequent negative effects to WUI resources.  Units M13 and M14 will also 

contain habitat improvement objectives for bighorn sheep.  This area is mostly private property 

and mechanical activities may not occur on all of these acres for a couple of reasons.  First, the 

private landowners that did not respond to our scoping documents may not want to participate in 

fuel reduction activities on their property.  Second some of this area may be too steep for 

machinery to access and will instead be treated with hand crews. 



 

Each of the areas designated for prescribed fire only (F6, a portion of F9 and all Mechanical 

Option units), involve a buffer of 100 feet in which vegetation will be manipulated mechanically 

using mastication machinery or by hand using chainsaws to aid in containing the prescribed fire.  

It is desirable to “feather” in these buffers to blend somewhat with the surrounding vegetation 

and not be a straight line, 100 foot buffer, void of vegetation.  These buffers will not be included 

if the Mechanical Option units are treated only mechanically.  They will also be less significant 

in the Mechanical Option units if these units are first treated mechanically before burning.  Fire 

control lines to mineral soil will fall within these buffers and be constructed using hand tools, an 

ATV/UTV plow or heavy equipment such as a bulldozer.  Fire lines will not be greater than 50 

inches wide and all fire lines which may result in resource damage such as erosion will be 

rehabilitated post fire to mitigate this impact. 

 

There is one spring within the project area which may be developed.  The spring is located on the 

Mullin’s ranch.  Development may include a spring box to capture the spring water and a storage 

tank which would lead to a trough and/or ground level guzzlers.  These would benefit multiple 

species and aid in dispersing wildlife and livestock.  Riparian areas that are present where the 

spring is located would be protected and maintained by allowing excess water to flow in the 

same course and manner.  The riparian area may be fenced using buck and pole fences if 

development of the spring results in over-use of the riparian area. 

 

There is one old road two-track road which accesses the southern flatter area (Unit F8/M8) 

northwest of Crooked Tree Gulch which will be utilized.  It originates on the Mullin’s ranch and 

is on approximately 0.92 miles of National Forest and 0.90 miles of Bureau of Land 

Management Land.  It is unknown what this route was used for originally across the public lands 

but it may have been created to install antennas used for television reception in the Town of 

Ouray. This route may need some improvements in order for a masticator machine to access unit 

F8/M8.  The road template is still in good shape and improvements would entail widening in 

three locations where the road narrows to approximately 10 feet wide.  These improvements may 

be completed by a bulldozer and or an excavator and access will be decommissioned or returned 

to its previous state by ripping and seeding, and or barricading with a gate, boulders or other 

native materials using heavy equipment.   

 

Mechanical, prescribed fire, hand work and a combination of the three treatment types will be 

used within the project area.  This is a multi-year project with implementation planned to begin 

during the late summer or fall of 2021 and take 3-7 years to complete.  Maintenance burning will 

take place into the future at a 10-20 year interval, depending on site productivity, to maintain the 

quality of the habitat over time and the protection of WUI resources.  Treatment areas identified 

on the accompanying map show general locations and sizes.  The final size and location of each 

treatment will be finalized during the actual implementation planning.  Fire control lines to 

mineral soils and areas that are heavily disturbed will be rehabbed and seeded with a native 

wildlife seed mix.  Rehabbing will include redistributing topsoil and organic matter over the 

disturbed surface to aid in seed establishment. 

 

 

 



Alternatives 

There are two alternatives being considered for this proposal.  The first is the No Action 

Alternative in which no management activities being proposed will occur.  The second 

alternative, the Preferred Alternative, entails moving forward with all of the proposed activities. 

 

 

Management Direction 

The management direction on all Forest Service lands falls under Management Prescription 5A.  

Management emphasis is on winter range for deer, elk, pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and mountain 

goats.  Treatments are designed to increase forage production of existing grass, forb, and browse 

species or to alter plant species composition.  Prescribed burning, seed for wildlife and range, 

spraying, planting, and mechanical treatments may occur.  Browse stands are regenerated to 

maintain a variety of age classes and species.  Winter range is managed to produce wildlife 

habitat capability greater than or equal to 90 percent of potential.  Range is managed for a mid-

seral or better condition.  Investments in compatible resource activities occur.  Livestock grazing 

is compatible but is managed to favor wildlife habitat.  Structural range improvements benefit 

wildlife.  Management activities will meet adopted Visual Quality Objectives (VQO).  New 

roads other than short-term (temporary) roads are located outside of the management area.  Short 

term roads are obliterated within one season after intended use.  Existing local roads are closed 

and new motorized recreation use is managed to prevent unacceptable stress on big game 

animals during the primary big game use season.  The BLM management priority for the 

associated BLM lands in the project is for big game.  Their Resource Management Plan suggests 

to maintain and enhance big game priority habitats. 

 

The Mullin’s ranch has also been managing their property for wildlife habitat and were the 

landowners who approached us at the project’s inception.  They have already completed 

hundreds of acres, in partnership with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), of 

habitat improvement activities designed to benefit big game and other species on their property.  

They raise cattle and carry both the BLM and FS grazing permits on adjacent public lands where 

treatments are also proposed.   

 

The project area from Highway 550 east to the BLM and FS Boundary is mostly flat with south 

and west facing slopes.  This area is primarily private property with mixed ownership.  Most of 

these properties have single family homes and other various outbuildings and infrastructure.  

Some of this area has been identified within the Ouray County, Colorado Community Wildfire 

Protection Plan (2011) as communities at risk from wildfire (See Figure 2.) 



 
Figure 2. Ouray County Community Wildfire Protection Plans and ratings. 



 

Project Design Features 

The following design features would be included to provide for consistency with the Forest Plan 

and other guidance, and or they would minimize potential impacts to the applicable resources. 

During implementation, if changes are needed to optimize treatment effectiveness, the 

implementation project lead (Foresters/Contract Administrators) will work with the 

corresponding specialist to come up with a solution to maintain the intent of the design feature. 

 

Specific Design Features Include: 

1. Gambel’s oak 

a. Focus location of mow leave areas where there is Gambel’s oak greater than or 

equal to 6" diameter at root collar (DRC). 

b. Do not cut Gambel’s oak greater than or equal to 6" DRC unless it is located 

within 1 chain (66 feet) of control lines. 

c. Cut Gambel oak when it is leafed out (June - September). 

d. Treat ladder fuels around stands of mature savannah type Gambel’s oak in burn 

units. 

2. Masticate mountain shrubs in a mosaic pattern leaving approximately 1/3 to 2/3 in 

untreated islands ranging in size from 1/10 to 2 acres in size. 

3. Minimize leave areas within 1 chain (66 feet) of control lines of 30 feet from dominant 

canopy trees. 

4. Where ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, Engelmann, and blue spruce is present, masticate all 

ladder fuels within 20 feet of the canopy drip line to prepare the pine to survive Rx fire. 

5. Avoid cutting straight lines, especially along fences or roads. 

6. Keep fire out of timbered drainages 

7. Burn mechanically treated areas within 1-5 years following treatment.  After initial burn 

put the units in a 10-20 year burning rotation cycle. 

8. If operationally possible burn mowed areas in June when the Gambel oak is leafing out. 

9. Do not create fire lines that are greater than 50 inches in width within the project area. 

10. Do not create treatments which would draw bighorn sheep in closer proximity to 

wintering domestic sheep on private property to the north. 

11. Contact permittees and notify public in advance of activities especially prescribed fire. 

12. Seed mixes will contain only native species and contain a select variety of grasses and 

forbs which may include: 

 

Forbs                                       Grasses 

Silky Lupine                             Needle & Thread 

Sulphurflower Buckwheat*      Prairie Junegrass* 

Arrowleaf Balsamroot              Arizona or Idaho Fescue 

Aspen Fleabane*                      Mountain Brome* 

Western Yarrow*                      Muttongrass* 

Rocky Mtn Penstemon           Sandberg Bluegrass* 

 

*UP Variety sourced locally which may be available 

 



13. Areas which need seeding should be seeded in the late fall, ideally before the first 

snowfall, the same year that area was treated. 

14. Focus seeding in lower elevation and south facing slopes. 

15. Attain and operate within state smoke permits when using prescribed fire. 

16. Decommission access routes and fire lines within one year of project completion.  

Restore routes or fire lines to their state before treatment on BLM land. 

17. Invasive species will be managed by the respective land manager and landowner pre and 

post-treatment to limit their spread and establishment. 

18. Mastication and other equipment needs to be thoroughly washed prior to entering project 

site. 

19. Project area should be monitored and treated for weeds (as needed) following mechanical 

treatment. 

20. South facing slopes will generally be treated prior to treatments on adjacent north facing 

slopes to aid prescribed fire activities. 

21. Implement activities during time periods to have the least impact on wildlife species and 

consider:  winter range, production areas, migratory bird and raptor nesting periods when 

those species are present. 

22. Soils  

a. When using mechanical fuels reduction treatments, limit tractor and heavy 

equipment use to periods of low soil moisture or when the ground is frozen/under 

snow to reduce the risk of soil compaction and disturbance. If this is not practical, 

evaluate sites following treatment and if necessary, implement appropriate 

remediation as part of the operation.  

b. When saturated soils conditions existing on access roads or location, or when road 

rutting becomes deeper than 2 inches, work shall be halted until soil material dries 

out or is frozen sufficiently for work to proceed without undue damage and 

erosion to soils, roads and locations.  

c. Surface disturbing actions would be minimized in areas near riparian corridors, 

particularly in areas of saline soils. 

d. Limit mechanical treatments and prescribed fires to the extent practical to 30% 

slopes or less. 

23. Water Resources  

a. Fueling and maintenance activities would not be conducted within 100 feet of any 

drainage or watercourse. All spills of fuel and lubricants would be reported to the 

BLM on BLM lands and to the Forest Service on National Forest lands and 

should be cleaned up promptly. Fueling of machinery and storage of fuel would 

be accomplished through established BLM and Forest Service procedures. 

b. Leave a minimum of 100-foot native vegetation buffers adjacent to all drainage 

features to intercept mobilized sediment. 

24. Wildlife  

a. All treatments would be coordinated with CPW in order to determine best 

methods, share data regarding big game and to help meet the objectives in the 

CPW Mule Deer Strategy (CPW 2014). 

b. Coordinate with CPW to determine the best timing and operation procedures to 

limit any possible impacts to big game winter range.  



c. A raptor survey may be required if project area habitat is capable of supporting 

nesting functions. Should an active nest be located the appropriate timing 

limitations (species dependent) may be applied, as defined by relevant Resource 

Management Plan stipulations.  

d. Vegetation treatments would not occur between May 15 and July 15 to protect 

nesting migratory birds. An exception may be granted if it is determined that the 

treatment can avoid migratory bird nesting.  

e. Vegetation treatments would not occur from December 1 to April 30 in mapped 

big game crucial winter habitat in order to reduce behavioral disruption during the 

winter season, unless site specific consultation with CPW warrants an exception.  

f. Protect an adequate density of large diameter and/or tall snags and live trees with 

cavities within forest stands.  This will help to maintain and improve habitat for 

multiple species.  Trees with the following characteristics should be favored for 

retention:  loose bark, dead or broken tops, lightning strikes, natural cavities, or 

woodpecker cavities. Retention of ponderosa pine where practical and large 

diameter live trees should also be priority. 

25. Vegetation/Range  

a. Unless other agreements have been documented, any treatment requiring rest or 

exclusion from livestock grazing shall require at least one-year notice for the 

livestock operator to make alternative arrangements or adjustments for when their 

allotment(s) is closed to grazing. Written agreements between the BLM and 

Forest Service effected livestock operators will be made in advance of any 

treatment activity, and will include a detailed post-treatment recovery plan for 

grazing. 

b. Mechanical treatments that have little ground disturbance may not require grazing 

rest. These treatments would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  

c. Temporary electric fencing could be constructed to prevent livestock use in 

treatment areas where applicable.  

d. Under 43 CFR 4180.1 the authorized officer shall take appropriate action as soon 

as practicable, but not later than the start of the next grazing year, upon 

determining that existing grazing management needs to be modified to ensure that 

BLM Colorado Standards for Public Land Health are met. Depending on the type 

of treatment, appropriate action could include: changes in grazing rotation; 

changes in season of use; temporary or permanent pasture fencing; or a minimum 

of two years of rest from grazing. Changes would be made following consultation, 

cooperation, and coordination with the effected lessees or permittees under 43 

CFR 4130.3-3. To the extent possible, the authorized officer shall provide 

affected permittees or lessees an opportunity to review, comment, and give input 

during the preparation of any decision that would be used as a basis for making 

decisions to change, increase or decrease grazing use.  

26. Noxious and Invasive Species 

a. The appropriate herbicide design features, standard operating procedures, best 

management practices, and conservation measures for listed, proposed or 

candidate threatened or endangered species from DOI-BLM-CO-S050-2012-0029 

EA and DOI-BLM-CO-S050-2018-03 EA are incorporated by reference into this 

EA (See Appendix B in BA) These design features included but are not limited to: 



use of minimum tool in ecological significant areas (Areas of Critical 

Environmental Concerns, Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas etc), buffer 

zones, agricultural areas, and required notification of the public of any proposed 

project over 150 acres.  

b. Vegetation treatments would be monitored for noxious weed infestation for a 

minimum of 3 years post-treatment. Any infestations identified would be 

eradicated by the BLM as needed, adhering to the UFO Integrated Weed 

Management Treatments (BLM 2013). 

c. Power wash all vehicles and equipment involved in fuels management activities 

prior to entering the area to minimize the introduction of undesirable and/or 

invasive plant species.  

d. Emphasize the use of native plant species recognizing that non-native species may 

be necessary depending on the availability of native seed and prevailing site 

conditions.  

e. During times of drought, field-level data collection would be used to verify the 

level of drought. See Appendix B for a complete description of the drought 

monitoring protocol.  When field verified drought is moderate or worse, 

additional rest from grazing would be needed post treatment. 

27. Visual Resources 

a. All treatment projects would include mitigation measures applied as needed to 

mitigate impacts to visual resources. (See Appendix C in BA). A Sample List of 

Design Techniques for Mitigating Visual Impacts)  

b. Edges of mechanical treatments would be designed to repeat natural lines of 

similar vegetation contrast and to avoid creating straight lines on the edge of the 

treatments. These measures should be taken in Visual Resource Management 

(VRM) Class III areas and must be taken in VRM Class I and Class II areas.  

c. The edges of the treatment boundary would be feathered in VRM Class I and 

Class II mechanical treatment areas with dense vegetation. This means that the 

vegetation would be thinned from the edge of the treatment in a less dense to 

more dense thinning gradient that mimics natural vegetation patterns in the treated 

area. 

28. Transportation 

a. Designated/existing routes would be used to the extent possible. If there is a need 

to create further linear disturbance, the linear disturbance would be rehabilitated, 

barriers installed as needed and other means of mitigation would be used 

immediately after the project has been completed to prevent confusion for the 

general public. 

29. Cadastral Survey 

a. The responsible party will identify and protect evidence of the PLSS (Public Land 

Survey System) and related Federal property boundaries prior to commencement 

of any ground-disturbing activity. Contact Cadastral Survey to coordinate data 

research, evidence examination and evaluation, and locating, referencing or 

protecting monuments of the PLSS and related land boundary markers from 

destruction. In the event of obliteration or disturbance of the Federal boundary 

evidence, the responsible party shall immediately report the incident, in writing, 

to the AO. Cadastral Survey will determine how the marker is to be restored. 



b. Treatments would not encroach onto adjoining private lands other than the 

Mullin’s Ranch and possibly the Griffith property if they agree to be a part of the 

proposal. Where any part of the treatment is within 1/4 mile of a Federal property 

boundary, contact Cadastral Survey to evaluate existing title, survey, and use 

records, determine when boundaries require identification, to select an appropriate 

method for identifying the boundary. 

 

 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 

The elevation in the project area ranges from 7,100 feet at Highway 550 just 0.4 miles east of the 

Uncompahgre River to 10,612 feet at the peak of Baldy Mountain.  Treatment acres fall on 

Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, and private land.  The eastern boundary of the 

project area is the Uncompahgre Wilderness and the western boundary US Highway 550.  The 

topography is variable and composed of rolling hills, deep canyons, and steep drainages with 

scattered benches.  The north end which is composed of Forest Service land and private property 

is mostly north facing with the rest of the project area primarily west and south facing.  The 

diversity of elevation, topography, and aspect combine to create a diverse suite of vegetative 

communities which provide habitat for multiple species. 

 

The north end, south to the Forest and BLM boundary, is the Mullin’s Ranch.  The Mullins raise 

cattle and hold the grazing permits on the adjacent Forest Service and BLM land.  Multiple 

habitat improvement projects have occurred over the last 10-20 years including prescribed fire 

and mechanical thinning.  Much of the vegetation is composed of mixed-mountain-shrubs 

including savannah type Gambel’s oak, serviceberry, squaw apple, choke cherry, and snow 

berry.  The lower elevations are composed of pinyon, juniper, and sagebrush parks.  As you 

move south to the Forest Boundary, the vegetation transitions into aspen and dry-mixed conifer 

including Douglas-fir.   

 

The Bureau of Land Management lands are dominated by steep south and west facing slopes 

with some north facing slopes off Baldy Peak.  The elevation ranges from 7,140 feet near Hwy 

550 to 10,350 feet 0.20 miles west of Baldy Peak.  This area is composed of pinyon and juniper 

trees, mountain mahogany and sagebrush at the lower elevations.  As you move east and uphill 

the vegetation transitions into Gambel’s oak, dry-mixed, conifer and aspen on the north-western 

face of Baldy Peak (Figure 3).   

 

South of Baldy Peak on National Forest land lie two major drainages, Crooked Tree Gulch and 

Cutler Creek.  The south face of these drainages is composed of grass, mixed-mountain-shrubs 

and aspen at higher elevations and the north face is composed of thick dry-mixed-conifer.  

Insects and disease have impacted the conifer on these north-faced-higher-elevation slopes, 

including those on Forest Service land, with 15 to approximately 30% of the stand dead.  South 

of Cutler Creek is a mix of private property and Forest Service lands.  The area is characterized 

by flatter terrain at the lower elevations composed of pinyon and juniper and mixed mountain 

shrubs.  This area is bisected by Dexter Creek.  As you move east and higher in elevation the 

terrain becomes steeper and the vegetation transitions to mixed-conifer.  Much of the private 



property in this area are smaller parcels of 0.2 – 10 acres and contain single family homes and 

outbuildings. 

 

This landscape has largely been free of natural disturbances such as wildfire for the last several 

decades and perhaps much longer.  There are 7 recorded instances of wildfires (6 from lightning 

strikes and 1 campfire) from 1972 to 2017.  None of these fires were larger than 0.1 acres.  Only 

one of these occurred north of Crooked Tree Gulch in the vicinity within a proposed prescribed 

fire area.  This lack of disturbance has resulted in thick and dense vegetation prone to a 

catastrophic disturbance.  See Figure 3 below for a map of existing vegetation in project area.  

Table 2 shows quantity of ecosystems across the entire GMUG National Forest compared to the 

quantities in the San Juan portion of the GMUG National Forest. 

 
Table 2.  Terrestrial ecosystem areal distribution within the San Juan Mountains of the GMUG compared to the 

whole GMUG National Forest. 

Ecosystem Total acres % of GMUG San Juans 

Spruce-Fir 534,320 17.0 
104,038 (29%) 

 

Aspen 460,345 14.6 
39,922 (11%) 

 

Spruce-Fir-Aspen 426,011 13.5 
58,759 (16%) 

 

Lodgepole Pine 283,713 9.0 
203 (<1%) 

 

Pinyon-Juniper 107,309 3.4 
689 (<1%) 

 

Ponderosa Pine 105,003 3.3 
458 (<1%) 

 

Cool-Moist Mixed Conifer 39,839 1.3 
1,284 (<1%) 

 

Warm-Dry Mixed Conifer 19,027 0.6 
1,210 (<1%) 

 

Bristlecone-Limber Pine 8,172 0.3 - 

Montane Shrubland, Oak-
Serviceberry-Mountain 
Mahogany 

325,209 10.3 
7,297 (2%) 

 

Sagebrush Shrubland 95,988 3.0 
350 (<1%) 

 

Montane-Subalpine Grassland 300,430 9.5 28,449 (8%) 

Alpine Uplands 121,614 3.9 
25,446 (7%) 

 

Rocky Slopes, Screes, Cliffs Unknown   

Other (aquatic, wetland, 
riparian, bare)* 

 10  

 

 



 
Figure 3.  Mapped vegetation from aerial imagery analysis.  This data is not available for private properties and 

BLM land.  Refer to unit descriptions above for explanation of existing vegetation in activity areas.  Vegetation in 

legend is in order of dominance where multiple species are listed within a given vegetation type. 

 

 



 

Under the ESA, the environmental baseline includes past and present impacts of all federal, state, 

and private actions and other human activities in the action area, the anticipated effects of 

proposed federal projects in the action area that have already undergone formal or early Section 

7 consultation, and the impact of state or private actions that are contemporaneous with this 

consultation (50 CFR 402.02).  There have been various activities that have occurred in the 

project area and activities that are being planned.  Cattle grazing does occur across the landscape 

on the Mullin’s property, Forest Service, and BLM lands.  Multiple types of recreation occur 

mostly on the southern end of the project area north to Baldy Peak.  These activities include 

guided and un-guided horseback riding and snowmobile tours, hiking and hunting.  The Mullin’s 

have implemented multiple habitat improvement projects on their property involving mastication 

and prescribed fire.  Some of the private property in the project area has been developed mostly 

with home-building and road improvements.  In the 1980s the Forest Service had completed 

some habitat improvement on the benches between Cutler Creek and Crooked tree gulch 

including the application of fertilizer to improve vegetative response to treatments. 

 

 

 

HISTORICAL RANGE OF VARIATION 

 

 

Conditions that sustain ecological integrity are known as the ecological reference model. To 

assess whether an ecosystem has integrity, we first must evaluate and describe reference 

conditions for each key ecosystem characteristic.  The natural range of variation (NRV) 

commonly referred to as historical range of variation (HRV), is used as the ecological reference 

model in the Draft Forest Assessments:  Terrestrial Ecosystems:  Integrity and System Drivers 

and Stressors (USDA, 2017).  NRV is the variation of ecological characteristics and processes 

over scales of time and space that are appropriate for a given management application (Landres 

et al. 1999; Keane et al. 2009). In the Western United States, NRV is typically derived from pre-

European settlement conditions.  Current conditions for key ecosystem characteristics are 

compared to the ecological reference model to assess departure, defined as the degree to which 

the current condition of a key ecosystem characteristic is unlike the reference condition. 

 

Diversity of cover types is a key ecosystem characteristic that contributes to ecological integrity. 

A heterogeneous landscape with a diversity of species is an important adaptation strategy for 

both resistance and resilience to the impacts of climate change that can help maintain long-term 

integrity of ecosystems across the plan area (Lindemayer et al 2006; Thompson et al 2009; Vose 

et al 2012).  Environmental factors such as soils, slope, aspect, climate, and elevation determine 

the plant communities that potentially can grow on a given area. The PNV type for a given 

location is the vegetation that would become established there if all successional sequences were 

completed (i.e. disturbance was absent) under present climatic and edaphic conditions.  Future 

trends in diversity of cover types are difficult to anticipate. Climate change may cause the loss of 

some ecosystems due to differential impacts of drought stress across species. Projected increases 

in large disturbances (fires, insects, etc.; Vose et al 2012) could lead to greater homogeneity of 

cover types across the plan area. In order to increase resistance and resilience to climate change, 

we should strive to maintain existing diversity of ecosystems on the landscape and work to 



facilitate increases in diversity at both a plan and local scale when possible.  Like diversity of 

cover types, distribution of structural stages is a key ecosystem characteristic that promotes 

resistance, resilience, and adaptation to the impacts of climate change and can help maintain 

ecosystem integrity (Vose et al. 2012, Thompson et al. 2009). Futhermore, landscape 

heterogeneity is one of the guiding principles of biodiversity conservation (Lindenmayer et al. 

2006). 

 

In all ecosystems, the GMUG has an under-representation of early seral stages on the landscape.  

given the relative lack of fire on the GMUG since at least 1970 and likely as far back as the early 

1900s, and generally small areas of timber harvest in that same time period, we can reasonably 

conclude that very little of the GMUG is in an early-seral stand initiation phase. This under-

representation of early seral stages is paired with an over-representation of mid-seral stages in 

almost all ecosystems (USDA, 2017).  Future trends will include the continued aging of stands 

and associated transitions into later seral stages, and possibly more frequent, extensive, and 

severe disturbances due to the effects of climate change (Vose et al 2012). In combination, this 

could cause structural stages in ecosystems across the GMUG to move towards NRV conditions, 

though in most ecosystems large and severe disturbances will be required to be within NRV for 

early seral stage proportions.   

 

In order to sustain ecological integrity, our biggest management priority should not be trying to 

match exactly the modelled NRV conditions for seral stages, but to manage for increased 

heterogeneity in habitat structural stages across the plan area. Management strategies could 

include the reintroduction of fire as appropriate, mechanical treatments, and protection and 

preservation of old-growth forest where it is present on the landscape (USDA, 2017). 

 

 

SPECIES CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS  

 

The following table includes sensitive species, or their habitats, that are located on the Ouray 

Ranger District of the GMUG National Forest, Bureau of Land Management Uncompahgre Field 

Office land and private property associated with the project or that are located adjacent to or 

downstream of the project and could potentially be affected.  This list also includes Migratory 

birds and Bureau of Land Management Species of Conservation Concern.  A pre-field review 

was conducted of available information to assemble occurrence records, describe habitat needs 

and ecological requirements, and determine whether field reconnaissance is needed to complete 

the analysis. Sources of information included Forest Service records and files, the State Natural 

Heritage Program database, state wildlife agency information, and published research (citations).  

No further analysis is needed for species that are not known or suspected to occur in the project 

area, and for which no suitable habitat is present. The following table documents the rationale for 

excluding a species. If suitable but unoccupied habitat is present, then potential effects are 

evaluated.  BLM species were pulled from TES Wildlife and Plants Report found in Appendix B. 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 3.  Forest Service and BLM Sensitive Species, Bureau of Land Management Birds of Conservation Concern, and 

Migratory birds. 

Common 

Name  

Scientific 

Name 
Status 

Known/suspected 

to be present? 

Suitable 

habitat 

present? 

Rationale if not carried forward for 

analysis 

Mammals 

Allen’s 

(Mexican) 

big-eared bat 

Idionycteris 

phyllotis 
BLM Sensitive No Yes 

This bat has never been captured in 

Colorado and has only been audio 

recorded near Las Sal Creek in 

Montrose County.   

American 

marten 

Martes 

americana 
FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Desert 

bighorn sheep 

Ovis canadensis 

nelson 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
No No No habitat present. 

Fringed 

myotis 

Myotis 

thysanodes 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Gunnison’s 

prairie dog 

Cynomis 

gunnisoni 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
No Yes 

There is potential habitat in the valley 

floor between Hwy 550 and the 

Uncompahgre River.  No activities will 

occur that could impact this species or 

its habitat.  It is not known to occur in 

the project area. 

Hoary bat 
Lasiurus 

cinereus 
FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Kit fox Vulpes macrotis 
FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
No No 

Kit foxes are primarily found in arid 

regions, such as desert scrub, chaparral, 

and grasslands. Vegetation 

communities vary with the regional 

aridland fauna, but some examples of 

common habitats are saltbrush Atriplex 

polycarpa and sagebrush Artemisia 

tridentata. Kit foxes may also occur in 

agricultural areas and urban 

environments. They occur at elevations 

of 1,312 to 6,233 feet.  This project 

occurs outside of their elevational 

range. 

Pygmy shrew Sorex hoyi FS Sensitive No Yes 

This species occurs in high-elevation 

boreal environments spruce/fir forest 

above 9,600 feet with adjacent 

wetlands/riparian areas.  While there is 

some potential for habitat within the 

project area there aren’t proposed 

activities within the habitat.  The 

spruce/fir which may be impacted from 

this proposal is not in proximity to 

water. 

River otter 
Lontra 

canadensis 
FS Sensitive No No 

No habitat present within project area.  

There is potential habitat for this 

species to occur in the Uncompahgre 

River which is adjacent to portions of 

the project area.  Potential for this 

project to impact the river is limited to 

ash runoff from prescribed fire 

activities.  This impact is negligible as 

any amount to impact the river would 

not be to the level which would impact 

the aquatic environment especially 

compared with the amount from a large 

catastrophic wildfire.  

Rocky Ovis canadensis FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 



Common 

Name  

Scientific 

Name 
Status 

Known/suspected 

to be present? 

Suitable 

habitat 

present? 

Rationale if not carried forward for 

analysis 

Mountain 

bighorn sheep 

canadensis BLM Sensitive 

Spotted bat 
Euderma 

maculatum 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Townsend’s 

big-eared bat 

Corynorhinus 

townsendii 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
Yes Yes Carried forward. 

White-tailed 

prairie dog 

Cynomys 

leucurus 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
No Yes 

There is potential habitat in the valley 

floor between Hwy 550 and the 

Uncompahgre River.  No activities will 

occur that could impact this species or 

its habitat.  This species range does not 

extend south of Ridgway CO near the 

northern portion of the project area. 

Birds 

American 

bittern 

Botaurus 

lentiginosus 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No No habitat present. 

American 

peregrine 

falcon 

Falco 

peregrines 

anatum 

BLM Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 
BLM Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Bendire’s 

thrasher 

Toxostoma 

bendirei 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No 

This species uses a variety of habitats 

with fairly large shrubs or cacti and 

open ground, or open woodland with 

scattered shrubs and trees, between 0 

and 1,800 feet.  In north and at higher 

elevations, it is found in sagebrush 

(Artemisia sp.) and scattered junipers.  

Habitat is not present and outside the 

typical elevation range. 

Black rosy-

finch 

Leucosticte 

atrata 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No 

This species is non-breeding in 

Colorado.  In the summer it can be 

found in alpine habitat above tree line.  

In the winter it will descend to lower 

elevations.  No activities will occur 

over the winter. 

Black swift 
Cypseloides 

niger 

FS Sensitive 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 

No No No habitat present in project area. 

Boreal owl 
Aegolius 

funereus 
FS Sensitive No Yes Carried forward. 

Brewer’s 

sparrow 
Spizella breweri 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 

No No Habitat not present. 

Brown-

capped rosy-

finch 

Leucosticte 

australis 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 

No No 

In the summer it can be found in alpine 

habitat above tree line.  In the winter it 

will descend to lower elevations.  No 

activities will occur over the winter. 

Burrowing 

owl 

Athene 

cunicularia 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

No No Habitat not present. 



Common 

Name  

Scientific 

Name 
Status 

Known/suspected 

to be present? 

Suitable 

habitat 

present? 

Rationale if not carried forward for 

analysis 

Conservation 

Concern 

Cassin’s finch 
Haemorhous 

cassinii 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Chestnut-

collared 

longspur 

Calcarius 

ornatus 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No Habitat not present. 

Columbian 

sharp-tailed 

grouse 

Tympanuchus 

phasianellus 

columbianus 

FS Sensitive No Yes 
This species is not known to occur in 

the project area.   

Ferruginous 

hawk 
Buteo regalis 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes 

This species would only potentially be 

present in the winter.  This species 

prefers open areas such as prairies, 

deserts and open range.  This species 

would most likely occur near Hwy 550 

or Uncompahgre River. 

Flammulated 

owl 

Psiloscops 

flammeolus 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Grace’s 

warbler 

Dendroica 

graciae 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Grasshopper 

sparrow 

Ammodramus 

savannarum 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No 
This species does not occur in western 

Colorado. 

Gray vireo Vireo vicinior 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Golden eagle 
Aquila 

chrysaetos 

BLM Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Gunnison 

sage-grouse 

Centrocercus 

minimus 

ESA Threatened 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No 

This species does not occur near the 

project area.  No large expanses of 

sagebrush will be impacted. 

Juniper 

titmouse 

Baeolophus 

griseus 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Lewis’s 

woodpecker 

Melanerpes 

lewis 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Loggerhead 

shrike 

Lanius 

ludoviciaus 
FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Long-billed 

curlew 

Numenius 

americanus 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No No habitat near the project area. 

Mountain 

plover 

Charadrius 

motanus 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No 

No habitat near the project area for this 

species.  Not known to occur in 

southwest Colorado. 

Northern Accipiter FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 



Common 

Name  

Scientific 

Name 
Status 

Known/suspected 

to be present? 

Suitable 

habitat 

present? 

Rationale if not carried forward for 

analysis 

goshawk gentilis BLM Sensitive 

Northern 

harrier 
Circus cyaneus FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Olive-sided 

flycatcher 

Contopus 

cooperi 

FS Sensitive 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Peregrine 

falcon 

Falco 

peregrinus 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Pinyon jay 
Gymnorhinus 

cyanocephalus 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Prairie falcon 
Falco 

mexicanus 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Purple martin Progne subis FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Rufous 

hummingbird 

Salesphorus 

rufus 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 
Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Sagebrush 

sparrow 

Artemisiospiza 

nevadensis 
FS Sensitive No No 

Habitat not present near the project 

area. 

Snowy plover 
Charadrius 

alexandrines 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No 
Habitat not present near the project 

area. 

Veery 
Catharus 

fuscescens 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward 

Veery 

Catharus 

fuscescens 

salicola 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 
Yes Yes Carried forward 

Virginia’s 

warbler 

Vermivore 

virginiae 

USFWS 

Migratory Bird 
Yes Yes Carried forward 

White-tailed 

ptarmigan 

Lagopus 

leucura 
FS Sensitive No Limited 

The project area is outside of the 

overall range for this species according 

to the Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

Species activity data (CPW, 2019).  

According to eBird (2021) there have 

not been any occurrences of this bird 

within the project area. 

Willow 

flycatcher 

Empidonax 

traillii 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Yellow-billed 

cuckoo 

Coccyzus 

americanus 

Threatened 

BLM Bird of 

Conservation 

Concern 

No No 

No suitable old-growth riparian 

(cottonwood/willow) woodlands with 

dense understories are present in the 

project area.  Forest Service, Bird 

Conservancy of the Rockies, and eBird 

spatial data was analyzed for species 

occurrence adjacent to the project area 

and none were found.   Treatment of 

riparian vegetation including 

cottonwood and willow is not a 

component of this project and no 

treatments are planned in the lower 

elevation areas adjacent to the 

Uncompahgre River, where riparian 

habitat is present but is outside of the 

project area.  If the cuckoo was present 

in the project area impacts would be 



Common 

Name  

Scientific 

Name 
Status 

Known/suspected 

to be present? 

Suitable 

habitat 

present? 

Rationale if not carried forward for 

analysis 

mitigated by following applicable 

design features. 

Amphibians 

Boreal toad 
Anaxyrus 

boreas boreas 
FS Sensitive No  Yes 

This species is not known to occur in 

the project area.  Only known areas on 

the Forest where this toad occurs are on 

the Grand Valley and Gunnison Ranger 

Districts. 

Canyon 

treefrog  

Hyla arenicolor 

Dryophytes 

arenicolor 

(Duellman et 

al., 2016) 

BLM Sensitive No Yes 

This species is not expected to occur in 

the project area.  This frog requires 

temporary or permanent pools in rocky 

arid scrub.  It is found in rocky canyons 

and along intermittent or permanent 

streams.  It is primarily terrestrial, and 

breeds in pools along canyon bottom 

streams.  There are no proposed 

activities in this type of habitat. 

Northern 

leopard frog 

Lithobates 

pipiens 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
No Yes Carried forward. 

Reptiles 

Longnose 

leopard lizard 

Gambelia 

wislizenii 
BLM Sensitive No No 

There have been no occurrences of this 

species near the project area and are 

rare in Colorado.  This species typically 

occurs below 5,000 feet in elevation 

which is over 2,000 feet lower than the 

lowest elevation in our project area. 

Midget faded 

rattlesnake 

Cratalus 

oreganus 

concolor 

BLM Sensitive No Yes Carried forward. 

Invertebrates 

Great Basin 

Silverspot 

butterfly 

Speyeria 

nokomis 

nokomis 

FS Sensitive 

BLM Sensitive 
Yes Yes Carried forward. 

Monarch 

butterfly  

Danaus 

plexippus 
FS Sensitive No Yes Carried forward.   

Western 

bumblebee 

Bombus 

occidentalis 
FS Sensitive Yes Yes Carried forward. 

 

 

 

SENSITIVE SPECIES INFORMATION 

 

American marten Martes americana 

Extensive literature sources document that marten prefer and depend on late successional mesic 

conifer and mixed conifer stands containing intermediate canopies (30-70%), which become 

increasingly important during winter months (Buskirk 2002, Witmer et al. 1998, Watt 1996, 

Lundrigan and Fillier 1995, Buskirk and Powell 1994). During winter, martens typically avoid 

conifer stands with less than 30% canopy cover (Koehler et. al. 1975). Vertical and horizontal 

structural diversity in terms of abundant coarse woody debris and snags are important habitat 

components necessary to meet the marten’s life history requirements for den and rest sites, 

thermal regulation, and hunting opportunities (Wynne and Sherburne 1984). Snags are used 

primarily for resting and natal and maternal den sites (Wynne and Sherburne 1984, Jones and 



Rapheal 1990, Flynn and Schumacher 2001). Martens are also associated with stream and 

riparian corridors that are adjacent to conifer stands. Conversely, Lundrigan and Fillier (1995) 

found that marten strongly avoided scrub and bog areas. Several studies have reported marten 

using open areas during the summer months (Dice 1921, Grinnell et al. 1937, Marshall 1951, 

Streeter and Braun 1968, Koehler and Hornocker 1977, Soutiere 1979). Spencer et al. (1983) 

found that marten in their study area avoided open areas year round. Others have found that 

marten use meadow edges heavily (Simon 1980). Spencer et.al. (1893) found that marten use 

lodgepole pine for foraging but still retreated to old growth stands for resting. 

 

Marten habitat use fluctuates depending on life history requirements. Martens are dependent on 

coarse woody debris and snags primarily during the winter and spring when the downed woody 

component provides denning habitat and subnivean access to prey. During the spring, summer, 

and fall, martens may be found in habitat types that lack coarse woody debris, particularly in late 

summer and early fall when juvenile martens begin dispersing. During the summer, non-forested 

areas such as rock piles, talus slopes, and forest openings may be used for foraging. However, 

research indicates that forest openings greater than 300 feet in width discourage use and may act 

as barriers to marten movements (Hoover and Wills 1984). 

 

Habitat is somewhat synonymous with that of the Canada lynx especially marten winter habitat.  

Marten habitat within the project area occurs as isolated patches on the north-central end, within  

areas identified for prescribed fire, and more contiguous stringers of habitat on the south end 

within areas identified for mechanical and hand crew thinning.   

 

 

Fringed myotis        Myotis thysanodes 

The fringed myotis is a species of coniferous forest and woodland at moderate elevations in 

Colorado. Records of occurrence are few, and the species isn't common in the state, but perhaps 

it is simply widely distributed. Typical vegetation of the habitat includes ponderosa pine, pinyon, 

juniper, greasewood, saltbush and scrub oak. The animals roost in rock crevices, caves, mines, 

buildings and trees particularly snags. In general, larger trees and snags provide more roosting 

surface and persist on the landscape longer than smaller trees, enabling them to be reused for 

several years.  They are known to hibernate in caves and buildings. Where this species has been 

studied well, migration seems not to be extensive (Fringed Myotis, n.d.).  In Colorado, most 

maternity roosts were in crevices of rock faces, sometimes in abandoned mines or in an 

abandoned cabin; roost changes were infrequent (Hayes 2011). In spring and summer, males 

roost separately and rarely are found in nursery colonies (Nagorsen and Brigham 1993). Winter 

habits are poorly known; hibernacula include caves, mines, and buildings. 

 

Too little is currently known about basic biology and ecology of most species of bats in Colorado 

to provide evaluations of their status and population viability. While some work over the last 20 

years has helped elucidate general distributions and protected some colonies across the state, 

there remain many questions and information gaps (Navo et al., 2018).  The fringed myotis 

appear to be relatively rare range wide, but trends in abundance are largely unknown (Keinath 

2004). Abundance, distribution, and trend information for this species within the planning area is 

not available.  

 



Some threats associated with this proposal for this species include vegetation conversion, 

livestock grazing, timber harvest (particularly loss of snags that serve as roost sites for tree-

roosting populations), and destruction of buildings and bridges used as roosts (Western Bat 

Working Group species account, 2005; Keinath 2004).  Hypotheses and models of Adams and 

Hayes (2008), Adams (2010), and Hayes (2011) suggested that M. thysanodes populations in the 

Southern Rocky Mountains region may be at significant risk of local or regional extinction over 

the coming 100 - 200 years, if average temperatures significantly increase and surface water 

resources decrease. 

 

 

Hoary bat         Lasiurus cinereus 

The hoary bat is the widest ranging of all North American bats.  It is a solitary, tree-roosting 

species and can be expected to live in any habitat with trees. It is migratory with the sexes 

migrating north together in spring. During summer, the sexes separate, however, perhaps to 

reduce competition for food while females give birth and rear the young. Hoary bats arrive in 

Colorado in April and are gone by November. There is no record of hibernation here.  In 

Colorado, the hoary bat probably occurs statewide from the plains to timberline (Navo et al., 

2018). 

 

Habitat includes primarily deciduous and coniferous forests and woodlands, including areas 

altered by humans. Foraging habitat includes various open areas, including spaces over water 

and along riparian corridors. Individuals may forage around lights in nonurban situations 

(Furlonger et al. 1987). Roost sites are usually in foliage of large deciduous or coniferous trees 

(e.g., Perry and Thill 2007), near the end of branches 3-19 meters above ground, with dense 

foliage above and open flying room below, often at the edge of a clearing and commonly in 

hedgerow trees. Sometimes these bats roost in rock crevices or other sites, rarely in caves. 

Individuals change roosts frequently and exhibit a low level of roost fidelity (Perry and Thill 

2007). Solitary females with young roost among tree foliage; a female may use the same site for 

a few weeks (Perry and Thill 2007) and in successive years. 

 

Over the long term, deforestation has reduced the available habitat for this species (e.g., Morrell 

et al. 1999, Whitaker et al. 2006). However, much suitable forest habitat remains, and hoary bats 

do not require pristine habitat (e.g., they may inhabit managed forests and sometimes also semi-

urban areas that have ample large trees). 

 

 

Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep            Ovis canadensis canadensis 

Bighorn sheep are adapted to a wide variety of habitats across western North America (Lawson 

and Johnson 1982), ranging in elevation from sea level to over 14,000 feet (Beecham et al., 

2007).  Bighorn sheep are primarily animals of open habitats, such as alpine meadows, open 

grasslands, shrub-steppe, talus slopes, rock outcrops, and cliffs; in some places, however, they 

may use areas of deciduous and conifer forests, especially where openings may have been 

created by clear-cuts or fire (Blood 1961, Demarchi 1965, Erickson 1972, Pallister 1974, 

Goodson 1978, Kornet 1978, Van Dyke 1978, Hansen 1982, Risenhoover and Bailey 1985, Dale 

1987). Densely forested areas provide little forage and poor visibility and are rarely used by 

bighorn sheep, except for shade in summer, escape from insects, and protection from high winds 



on very cold days (McCann 1956, Geist 1971, Wikeem 1984, Cook 1990). Open forests, 

however, are used in some areas for foraging and thermal cover (Spaulding and Bone 1970, 

Demarchi and Mitchell 1973, Pallister 1974, Jorgenson and Turner 1975, Goodson 1978, Kovach 

1979, Shackleton et al. 1999). 

 

Visibility is an important habitat variable for bighorn sheep, so much so that the structure and 

height of vegetation are probably more important than composition of plant species because high 

visibility facilitates the detection of predators (Risenhoover and Bailey 1985, Wakelyn 1987).  

Fire is an important tool available to land managers for producing and maintaining sub-climax 

grassland and parkland habitats that provide greater visibility for bighorn sheep (Geist 1971, 

Erickson 1972, Arnett 1990).  While bighorns feed in open areas, they are rarely found more 

than 400 m from escape cover, where they have an advantage over most predators (Oldemeyer et 

al. 1971, Erickson 1972, Pallister 1974, Krausman and Leopold 1986, Krausman and Bowyer 

2003).  Talus slopes, rock outcrops, and cliffs provide habitat for resting, lambing, and escape 

cover (Erickson 1972, Kornet 1978, Van Dyke 1978). Adult male sheep are known to move 

farther away from security cover than females, presumably because of a combination of factors 

including exclusion from some habitats by adult ewes and lambs, selection for optimal forage to 

maximize their growth rate, and greater ability to defend themselves from predators (Shank 

1979, Hansen 1982).  Escape terrain is critical for ewes during lambing (Blood 1961, Kornet 

1978, Hall 1981), to the extent that they will sacrifice access to high quality forage for security 

(Festa-Bianchet 1989, Cook 1990, Bleich et al. 1997). Both ewes and lambs are vulnerable to 

predation immediately prior to and for 1 to 2 days after parturition (Shackleton and Haywood 

1985). 

 

Seasonal use of different slopes and aspects results in a mosaic of plant communities and 

phenological patterns which provide foraging and security opportunities for bighorn sheep 

(Valdez and Krausman 1999).  Warm temperatures on south-facing slopes result in earlier green-

up, marking the transition from winter range to spring range (Hudson 1976, Stelfox 1976).  As 

temperatures continue to rise during late spring and early summer, bighorn sheep make greater 

use of north, east, and west-facing slopes at higher elevations for foraging (Smith 1954, 

McCullough and Schneegas 1966, Stelfox 1975, Goodson 1978).  

  

Key elements of winter ranges for bighorn sheep include low snow depth and wind-swept areas 

with sufficient forage and adjacent escape terrain for eluding predators (Krausman and Bowyer 

2003).  Consequently, most bighorn winter ranges occur on steep south, southwest, or southeast-

facing slopes where maximum heat gain reduces cold stress and snow cover, and increases the 

availability of forage (Smith 1954, Blood 1961, McCullough and Schneegas 1966, Stelfox and 

Tabor 1969, Morgan 1970, Geist 1971, Riggs 1977, Krausman and Bowyer 2003).  See bighorn 

sheep habitat according to Colorado Parks and Wildlife Species Activity Data in Figure 4 below. 

 

The project area falls within the Colorado Parks and Wildlife RBS-21 Data Analysis Unit which 

contains Game Management Units S-21 and S-33.  This project area falls within game 

management unit S-21.  S-21, The Ouray-Cow Creek bighorn population is one of the few 

remaining indigenous herds in the state. Prior to the advent of mining and European settlement, it 

is assumed that significant numbers of wild sheep wintered in the present location of Ouray and 

to the north. As a result of historic mining activities and more recent human development, winter 



range and the number of bighorn sheep has decreased substantially (Diamond and Banulis, 

2012). 

 

The Bighorn Sheep Management Plan for RBS-21 estimated a population of 400-450 (in 2012) 

bighorn sheep and estimated that disease transmission following contact with domestic livestock 

and winter range carrying capacity as key limiting factors.  At the time the plan was published 

winter range did not appear to be a limiting factor for this population. (Diamond and Banulis, 

2012).  At that time the population appeared healthy and increasing.  Table Four shows the post 

hunt population of bighorn sheep in S-21 and S-23 (CPW, 2019). 

 



                    

 Figure 4. Bighorn Sheep Habitat in the Baldy Mountain project area. 



 

 
Table 4.  Colorado Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep Posthunt Population Estimates 

 S-21 S-33 Total (RBS-21) 

2017 250 135 385 

2018 220 120 340 

2019 210 140 350 

 

The RBS-21 bighorn sheep herd is indigenous to the area with very few augmentations occurring 

historically, meeting the criteria for Tier 1 designation.  Population estimates have been 

inconsistently reported over time, and have varied from a high of approximately 1,000 in 1921 to 

a low near 40 animals in the mid-1980’s when a die-off occurred (Diamond and Banulis, 2012). 

 

A key management issue discussed in this DAU plan is the potential risk of contact with 

domestic sheep. Domestic sheep grazing has been a historical land use in RBS-21 that continues 

today.  The potential for contact between wild and domestic sheep exists within this DAU, 

therefore on-going and future management actions should focus on maintaining effective 

separation between the species. Bighorn sheep are unique among Colorado’s big game species 

with respect to the influence that infectious diseases have on population performance. The 

susceptibility of bighorn sheep to pathogens originally introduced by domestic livestock is 

regarded as the primary factor limiting bighorn sheep populations in Colorado. Respiratory 

disease is by far the most important health problem in contemporary bighorn populations. In 

addition to initial all-age die-offs, pneumonia epidemics in bighorn sheep can lead to long-term 

reductions in lamb survival and recruitment resulting in stagnant or declining populations over 

many years (George et al. 2009). Population declines documented historically in RBS-21 have 

been attributed to respiratory disease. Following the most recent decline, this herd entered a 

typical post-epidemic cycle where lamb recruitment was depressed for nearly 20 years. 

Significant population increases across this DAU became noticeable during the mid-2000’s.   

 

Winter range is a potential limiting factor for bighorn sheep in this DAU, however current 

animal densities would suggest the herd is well below winter range carrying capacity. Sheep 

typically winter on steep, south and west facing slopes, where wind and sun keep areas 

comparatively free of snow and escape terrain is present.  It is known that a high proportion of 

these bighorn are migratory and winter at lower elevations. In S-21, those areas center on Ouray 

and more recently Placerville.  Many of the RBS-21 winter ranges are in close proximity to 

humans and development, particularly in the Ouray and Placerville areas. Winter range is critical 

and human development and disturbance has the potential to put additive stress on sheep during 

an already stressful time of year. Cumulative human development has reduced the quantity and 

quality of available winter range in the DAU. Sheep wintering near development have been 

intentionally fed, sometimes next to busy highways, harassed and/or killed by domestic dogs, 

and disturbed by other common human activities.  The Bighorn Sheep Management Plan states 

that winter range is paramount to the future viability of this sheep population and makes the 

following management recommendations that are applicable to this project (Diamond and 

Banulis, 2012). 

 



 Collaborative habitat treatments should be considered in areas where forest and/or shrub 

encroachment is reducing habitat suitability for bighorn, or in areas where range 

expansion is desirable. 

 Noxious weed prevalence should be monitored and eradication efforts implemented when 

and where necessary. Lower elevation winter ranges are perhaps most susceptible to 

noxious weed invasion and should be monitored closely. 

 

In 2010, a joint project between the USFS, domestic sheep producers and CPW was initiated to 

assess how bighorn sheep utilize the S-21 landscape in relation to domestic sheep grazing. The 

USFS started the first phase of the project by placing GPS (Global Positioning System) collars 

on two domestic sheep from two different bands. One sheep was marked from a band that grazes 

the Bear Creek Allotment. The other marked sheep was from a band that runs through the West 

Fork or Middle Fork stock driveways in route to the American Flats, and other BLM allotments. 

The collar in the Bear Creek band provided data on how the domestic sheep utilize that particular 

allotment, which is an area of high use by bighorn sheep. The other collar unfortunately failed as 

the domestics were being moved into allotments in close proximity to bighorn sheep. The GPS 

collars were refurbished and placed on domestic sheep from the same bands in the summer of 

2011.  

 

In March 2011, CPW captured 10 bighorn sheep from three wintering areas. During capture, 

managers took biological samples for disease screening and placed remotely downloadable GPS 

collars on the bighorns. These bighorns are all still alive and on summer range as of August 

2011. Figure Five below provides a map depicting how the bighorns have utilized the landscape 

as they transition from winter ranges in March, to lambing areas in May and June, to their 

current summer ranges. The bighorn collars are programmed to drop off during the summer of 

2012. Five additional collars will be placed on bighorns in winter 2011-12 to provide another full 

year of utilization data. The data collected from the domestic and wild bighorn collars should be 

used to better manage bighorn sheep and domestic sheep grazing in the GMU and eliminate the 

potential for interaction between the two species. These data will not provide the answers to 

every question managers have on potential spatial and temporal overlap between wild and 

domestic sheep. However, projects like this are an excellent starting point for agency 

collaboration and should provide a strong foundation for future risk assessments and other land 

use processes. 

 

In early meetings and planning with partners including Colorado Parks and Wildlife County 

Road 3A was identified as a northern boundary for improving bighorn sheep habitat.  Colorado 

Parks Wildlife Biologist Brand Banulis, and District Wildlife Manager Kelly Crane expressed 

concern with improving bighorn sheep winter range habitat too far to the north which could draw 

bighorn sheep into closer proximity to wintering domestic sheep.   



 
Figure 5.  Map illustrating S-21collared bighorn sheep movements from capture to August 16, 2011. 

 

 

Spotted Bat               Euderma maculatum 

In Colorado, the spotted bat is known by published records from the vicinity of Dinosaur 

National Monument, and from a number of places at lower elevations on the Western Slope, 

including the Four Corners area where pregnant or lactating females have been captured. Further, 

acoustic records show that distribution of this species in Colorado is relatively widespread. It has 

been found in a variety of habitats, including ponderosa pine, piñon-juniper woodland and shrub 

desert and typically roosts in cliffs. Roosts, including maternity roosts, generally are in cracks 

and crevices in cliffs (Wai-Ping and Fenton 1989, Pierson and Rainey 1998, Rabe et al. 1998), 



sometimes in caves or in buildings near cliffs (Sherwin and Gannon 2005). Winter habits are 

poorly known. Early researchers suggested that this bat favored ponderosa pine forests, but more 

recent investigations suggest that the species may prefer areas with cliffs and water. The species 

appears mostly solitary, forming small nursery colonies or groups in hibernation (Spotted bat, 

n.d.). 

 

More information is needed on life history and distribution. Knowledge regarding spotted bat 

roosting ecology, particularly with respect to winter roosts, and seasonal movement patterns is 

lacking in Colorado, and throughout the species range. In addition, improved data related to 

abundance of the species or its local populations would be beneficial for informing management 

efforts and status determination (Luce et al., 2017). 

 

No major threats are known. Roosting habitat is extensive, remote, and mostly not vulnerable to 

destruction or excessive disturbance. Potential foraging areas are extensive (Navo et al. 1992, 

Storz 1995, Priday and Luce 1999) and generally not subject to extensive loss. 

 

 

Townsend’s big-eared bat               Corynorhinus townssendii 

The Townsend's big-eared bat has been reported in a wide variety of habitat types ranging from 

sea level to over 10,800 feet. Habitat associations include: coniferous forests, mixed mesophytic 

forests, deserts, native prairies, riparian communities, active agricultural areas, and coastal 

habitat types.  Distribution is strongly correlated with the availability of caves and cave-like 

roosting habitat, with population centers occurring in areas dominated by exposed, cavity 

forming rock and/or historic mining districts and in Colorado is the most common species found 

using mines and caves.   

 

Identification and protection of significant roost sites is still needed in most areas. Significant 

populations need to be monitored over time. More information is needed on foraging 

requirements, seasonal movement patterns, and population genetics (i.e., the degree of 

relatedness within and between different maternity roosts). The primary threat to Townsend’s 

big-eared bat is almost certainly disturbance or destruction of roost sites (e.g., recreational caving 

and mine exploration, mine reclamation, renewed mining in historic districts, etc.) (Sherwin et 

al., 2017). 

 

Birds  

Table Five below summarizes relevant life history information, habitat associations, and 

population trends associated with the project area and the proposed actions.  This table includes 

Forest Service Sensitive Species (FS), Bureau of Land Management Sensitive Species (BLM), 

Bureau of Land Management Birds of Conservation Concern (BLMBCC) and Migratory Birds 

(MB). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 5.  Birds analyzed. 

Species Status Habitat Description Range Status Nesting 

Period
2 

 

Fledgling 

Period
2
 

 

Population 

Trends
1 

Birds of Prey (Raptors) 

American 

peregrine 

falcon 

Falco 

peregrines 

anatum 

 

And 

Peregrine 

falcon 

Falco 

peregrinis 

BLM 

And 

BLMBCC 

Open country near cliff 

habitat, often near water 

such as rivers, lakes, and 

marshes; nests on ledges 

or holes on cliff faces 

and crags. 

Year-round, 

spring-

summer-

breeding 

Mid to 

late May 

(hatching) 

Mid to late 

June 

(Torres et 

al., 1978) 

  +1.6 (+5.5) 

+21.5 (+18.7) 

Bald eagle 

Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 

BLM Nests in forested rivers 

and lakes; winters in 

upland areas, often with 

rivers or lakes nearby 

Fall/winter 

resident, no 

confirmed 

breeding 

NA NA +15.7 (+12.7) 

+15.7 (+12.7) 
 

Ferruginous 

hawk 

Buteo regalis 

FS 

BLM 

BLMBCC 

Open, rolling and/or 

rugged terrain in 

grasslands and shrub 

steppe communities; also 

grasslands and cultivated 

fields; nests on cliffs and 

rocky outcrops 

Fall/ winter 

resident, non- 

breeding 

NA NA +1.3 (+1.9) 

+0.8 (+1.1) 

Golden eagle 

Aquila 

chrysaetos 

BLM 

BLMBCC 

MB 

Open country, 

grasslands, woodlands, 

and barren areas in hilly 

or mountainous terrain; 

nests on rocky outcrops 

or large trees 

Year-round 

resident, 

breeding 

Late Feb – 

Early 

March 

(egg dates 

Utah) 

Mid May – 

Early June 

-1.7* (-1.3) 

-0.2 (+1.1) 

Northern 

goshawk 

Accipiter 

gentilis 

FS 

BLM 

Nests in a variety of 

forest types including 

deciduous, coniferous, 

and mixed forests 

including ponderosa 

pine, lodgepole pine, or 

in mixed-forests with fir 

and spruce; also nest in 

aspen or willow forests; 

migrants and wintering 

individuals can be 

observed in all 

coniferous forest types 

Year-round 

resident 

Late April 

– Early 

May 

(Squire 

and 

Reynolds 

1997) 

Early – 

Mid July 

+2.0 (+5.4) 

 

+3.3 (+3.5) 

Norhtern 

Harrier 

Circus 

cyaneus 

FS Array of open habitats, 

but generally avoid high 

elevations in the Rocky 

Mountains.  Nest on the 

ground usually in a 

dense clump of 

vegetation such as 

willows, grasses, sedges, 

Year-round 

more 

common 

during 

migration 

Mid-May 

to early 

June (egg 

dates)  

By August  -2.3 (-1.8) 

 

-1.5 (-2.8) 



reeds, cattails, or shrubs. 

Prairie falcon 

Falco 

mexicanus 

BLMBCC Open country in 

mountains, steppe, or 

prairie; winters in 

cultivated fields; nests in 

holes or on ledges on 

rocky cliffs or 

embankments 

Spring/summ

er resident, 

breeding 

Mid-April Mid-late 

June 

  +1.6 (+5.5) 

 

+21.5 (+18.7) 

Owls 

Boreal owl 

Aegolius 

funereus 

FS Boreal and subalpine 

forest and mixed 

woodland. In winter 

favors mature forest, 

where un-crusted snow 

facilitates access to prey; 

likewise, in summer, 

mature forest sites have 

less herbaceous cover 

than open sites, allowing 

greater access to prey.  

Nests in cavities in 

deciduous or mixed 

forest. 

Year-round Mid-April 

to June 

(egg 

dates) 

Early-July Not available 

Flammulated 

owl 
Psiloscops 

flammeolus 
 

FS 

BLMBCC 

Montane forest, usually 

open and mature conifer 

forests; prefers 

ponderosa pine.  Nests in 

cavities. 

Summer 

resident, 

breeding 

Early-

June (egg 

dates) 

Mid-July to 

August 

Not available 

Low-Elevation (Pinyon Juniper – Ponderosa Pine) 

Gray vireo 

Vireo vicinior 

BLMBCC Pinyon-juniper and open 

juniper-grassland.  Nest 

in pinyon pine, juniper 

and oak. 

Summer 

resident, 

breeding 

Mid-June Mid-July +0.6 (+2.0) 

 

+1.3 (+1.8) 

Juniper 

titmouse 

Baeolophus 

ridgwayi 

BLMBCC Pinyon-juniper 

woodlands, especially 

juniper; nests in tree 

cavities 

Year-round 

resident, 

breeding 

Mid-April 

to Late 

May 

Mid-July -0.1 (+0.5) 

 

-0.9 (-0.6) 

Loggerhead 

shrike 

Lanius 

ludoviciaus 

FS Open country with short 

vegetation: pastures with 

fence rows, old orchards, 

mowed roadsides, 

cemeteries, golf courses, 

agricultural fields, 

riparian areas, and open 

woodlands.  Nests in 

trees, shrubs, or thorny 

vegetation 

Year-round 

resident, 

breeding 

Early to 

Late-May 

Late-June 

to Mid-July 

  -1.2 (-.01) 

 

-0.1 (-0.36) 

Pinyon jay 

Gymnorhinus 

cyanocephalus 

BLMBCC Pinyon Jays occupy 

pinyon-juniper 

woodlands, sagebrush, 

scrub oak, chaparral, and 

ponderosa pine forests.  

Nest in areas that had a 

good crop of seeds the 

previous fall in PJ and 

Ponderosa.   

Year-round 

resident, 

breeding 

March-

May or 

April-June 

May-June 

or June-

July 

-3.9* (-3.6)* 

 

-3.1* (-3.0) 



Virginia’s 

warbler 

Vermivore 

virginiae 

MB Arid montane 

woodlands, oak thickets, 

pinyon-juniper, 

coniferous scrub.  

Brushy steep mountain 

slopes within or near dry 

coniferous woodlands.  

Nests on ground among 

dead leaves, or in small 

depression under cover 

of brush, tufts of grass 

etc. 

Summer 

resident, 

breeding 

 

Late-May 

to Early-

June (egg 

dates) 

Late-May 

to Early-

July 

-1.1 (-1.7) 

 

-1.4 (-3.2) 

Willow 

flycatcher 

Empidonax 

traillii 

BLMBCC Riparian and moist, 

shrubby areas.  Nests in 

shrubs mostly willow 2-

5 feet above the ground 

Summer 

resident, 

breeding 

Mid to 

Late-June 

August -2.8* (-2.5) 

 

-3.1* (-3.3) 

Mid-Elevation Ponderosa Pine 

Grace’s 

warbler 

Dendroica 

graciae 

BLMBCC Ponderosa pine with an 

understory of Gambel’s 

oak, juniper, and other 

shrubs.  Nests near the 

end of branches in dense 

ponderosa pine needle 

clumps. 

Summer 

resident, 

breeding 

Mid-June 

to Mid-

July 

Mid-July to 

Early 

August 

-1.8 (+0.5) 

 

+3.8 (+1.8) 

Lewis’s 

woodpecker 

Melanerpes 

lewis 

FS 

BLMBCC 

Open forest and 

woodland, often logged 

or burned, including oak, 

coniferous forest (often 

ponderosa), riparian 

woodland, and orchards, 

less often in pinyon-

juniper.  Nest in 

ponderosa pine and 

cottonwood as secondary 

cavity nesters or in 

naturally created holes 

and crevices. 

Year-round 

resident, 

breeding 

Late-May 

(Egg 

dates) 

Late-June 

to Late-

July 

-2.0 (-0.02) 

 

-1.9 (+0.3) 

High-Elevation Aspen and Mixed-Conifer 

Cassin’s finch 

Haemorhous 

cassinii 

BLMBCC Open montane 

coniferous forests; 

breeds/ nests in 

coniferous forests near 

the top or away from the 

bole 

Year-round 

resident, 

breeding 

Not 

available 

Not 

available 

-1.3 (+0.1) 

 

-0.7 (+1.9) 

Olive-sided 

flycatcher 

Contopus 

cooperi 

FS 

MB 

Breeds in montane and 

northern coniferous 

forests, at forest edges 

and openings, such as 

meadows and ponds. 

Winters at forest edges 

and clearings where tall 

trees or snags are 

present. The nest is an 

open cup of twigs, 

rootlets, and lichens, 

placed out near tip of 

Summer 

resident, 

breeding 

Mid-June 

to Mid-

July (egg 

dates) 

Late-July 

to Late-

August 

-2.0 (-1.8) 

 

-0.8 (-1.0) 



horizontal branch of a 

tree 

Purple martin 

Progne subis 

FS Breeds in aspen forest 

along edges of beaver 

ponds.  Secondary cavity 

nester including 

birdhouses, dead trees, 

buildings or cliff or other 

structures 

Summer 

resident, 

breeding 

Mid to 

Late-May 

(egg 

dates) 

Mid-July 

 

+1.9 (+2.7) 

 

+6.7 (+6.3) 

Rufous 

hummingbird 

Salesphorus 

rufus 

MB Mountain meadows up 

to 12,600 feet elevation.  

In Colorado between 

July and August 

Migration NA NA Not Available 

Veery 

Catharus 

fuscescens 

Subspp. 

salicola 

BLMBCC 

Subspp 

MB 

Deciduous forests, 

riparian, shrubs.  Nests 

on or near the ground, 

rarely higher than 5 feet 

up. The nest may rest in 

a clump of grass or other 

soft vegetation, on a 

mossy hummock, under 

brush and debris, or 

against a fallen trunk or 

branch 

Possible 

summer 

resident, 

observed 

recently in 

Gunnison 

County, 

possible 

breeding 

Mid-May 

to Late-

June (egg 

dates) 

Late-July 

to August 

-3.4 (+1.7) 

 

-6.3* (-6.4)* 

1
 Populations trends based on Patuxent Breeding Bird Survey Results for the Southern Rockies Region and Colorado 

for 1968 - 2012 (2002-2012), 95% CI. Accessed 03/15/2021 < http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/reglist12.html> 
*
Species that show significant declining trends (p<0.5 in Colorado). 

2
Information gathered from:  https://explorer.natureserve.org/ and https://birdsoftheworld.org/.  Dates listed for 

fledgling include periods that birds may be still dependent on parents for food post leaving the nest.  Thus, these 

dates are considered dates which birds become independent. 

 

 

Northern Leopard Frog            Lithobates pipiens 

 

Northern leopard frogs require a broad range of habitats in close-proximity due to their 

complicated life histories. Merrell and Rodell (1968) categorized three major habitat types: 

winter habitat (overwintering in lakes, streams, and ponds), summer habitat (feeding by adults in 

upland areas), and tadpole habitat (up to three months spent as tadpoles in shallow breeding 

ponds) (Smith and Keinath, 2007).  Project area does possess some potential breeding habitat and 

subadult habitat described as ponds 1-2 meters deep that hold water through at least most of the 

summer and larger ponds and lakes respectively.  These occur scattered across the project area as 

cattle ponds.  Most of these however do not hold water through most of the summer and are less 

than 1 meter deep.  Little is known of potential overwintering sites for northern leopard frogs in 

Region2; however, winter habitat in the Rocky Mountain region is expected to be similar to that 

throughout the species’ range.  It is suspected that these frogs use the bottoms of flowing streams 

and ponds (and possibly springs) that are large enough that they do not freeze solid in winter 

(Smith and Keinath 2007).  Overwintering habitat is limited but may be present in the form of a 

spring on Forest Service land in the vicinity of Unit F6.  In dry years this spring does not run 

year-round and it is unknown if this spring freezes in the winter inhibiting water flow. 

 

The northern leopard frog is a species of cooler climates, with a range that encompasses most of 

the northern states of the United States and stretches far north into Canada.  In Region 2 they 

http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/reglist12.html
https://explorer.natureserve.org/
https://birdsoftheworld.org/


have been found up to 11,000 feet in elevation in the mountains of southern Colorado 

(Hammerson, 1999).  These frogs have become scarce at many sites in Colorado (Hammerson 

1999). Corn and Fogleman (1984) documented extinctions at nine high elevation sites in 

Colorado, and this species has also gone extinct or become severely reduced at low elevation 

sites in the state (Hammerson 1982, Cousineau and Rogers 1991).  According to literature cited 

in the Northern Leopard Frog Technical Conservation Assessment (Smith and Keinath, 2007), 

this species is uncommon, and the population trend is declining. 

 

There are a several potential threats to the continued viability of northern leopard frogs in the 

Rocky Mountain region.  Smith and Keinath (2007), state that factors threatening northern 

leopard frogs in Region 2 fall into three main categories: 1) landscape-scale processes that 

threaten the viability of populations, 2) direct threats of mortality from various non-indigenous 

biotic agents, and 3) water quality issues.Threats to the leopard frog in the project area and 

associated with project activities include:  introduction of diseases (e.g., chytridiomycosis and 

ranavirus), fire suppression causing dense vegetation and increased evapotranspiration drying 

soils, grazing due to water contamination and impacts to habitat, and sedimentation. 

 

There are no known occurrences of the Northern leopard frog in the project and no surveys have 

occurred. 

 

 

Midget Faded Rattlesnake      Cratalus oreganus concolor 

The midget faded rattlesnake is a BLM sensitive species endemic to a small area of southwestern 

Wyoming, northwestern Colorado, and adjacent Utah. Genetic analysis suggests that it is a 

subspecies of the “western” rattlesnake.  The BLM developed this designation to “ensure that 

any actions on public lands consider the overall welfare of these sensitive species and do not 

contribute to their decline (Travsky and Beauvais 2004).” Colorado Parks and Wildlife requires 

permits for the take of midget faded rattlesnakes, but also lists the subspecies as sensitive within 

Colorado. 

 

It can be found in rocky riparian areas or rocky south facing slopes associated with canyons 

typically below 7,000 feet.  It emerges from hibernacula in April and May.  Mating occurs in 

July and August (Ashton 2003), similar to the western rattlesnake (King and Duval 1990, 

Aldridge 1993). Females give birth to live young from mid-August into September.  

 

It is threatened by unregulated collection by reptile enthusiasts. Also, increased mineral 

exploration and recreational ATV use within its range will bring this snake into more frequent 

contact with people and motor vehicles, which will increase snake mortality (natureserve.org).   

 

There are no known occurrences of this species in the project area and habitat is limited 

especially with the lowest elevation in the project area being 7,100 feet.  The proposed activities 

in lower elevation areas within the habitat of this species are hand crew thinning and mechanical 

thinning.  With the steep slopes present hand crew thinning would most likely be the activity 

occurring that could cause disturbance to this species.  Mechanical thinning also would not be 

occurring in rocky areas where this species is most likely to be present.   

 



Great Basin Silverspot          Spyeria Nokomis Nokomis 

 

NatureServe (2006) describes habitat for the Great Basin silverspot butterfly subspecies as “. . . 

streamside meadows and open seepage areas with an abundance of violets in generally desert 

landscapes.”  The presence of an adequate supply of the larval foodplant (i.e., bog violet [Viola 

nephrophylla]) is a critical habitat component.  Periodic burning can help to keep woody species 

from taking over the wet meadows and to improve the vigor and flowering of the herbaceous 

wetland plants (Selby, 2007).  These habitats are threatened by hydrologic changes, 

development, abusive land use practices (e.g., excessive grazing; gravel and mineral mining), 

and increasing isolation of the less than 100 viable metapopulations. 

 

 
Figure 6.  Great Basin silverspot butterfly life history stages and their approximate seasonal phenology (adapted 

from Scott and Mattoon 1981) (Selby, 2007). 

 

The historic range of the Nokomis fritillary species includes basin and range country from the 

Sierra Nevada in eastern California through Nevada and Utah to the Rocky Mountains in western 

Colorado, and south through eastern Arizona and New Mexico to northern Mexico.  The Great 

Basin silverspot butterfly is the only Nokomis fritillary subspecies found in Region 2, and 

Colorado is the only state in the region where it occurs. There, it has been documented from 11 

counties in the western and south-central portions of the state (Ferris and Brown 1981, Stanford 

and Opler 1993, Opler et al. 2006).  However, many of these historic populations have not been 

seen in more than 15 years, and their current status is unknown.  The Colorado Natural Heritage 

Program (2004) states that recently verified colonies occur at only four previously known 

locations in La Plata, Mesa, Montrose, and Ouray counties (Selby, 2007). 

 

Surveys for this species have not occurred and it is not known to occur within the project area 

and may have better habitat to the south.  This species and the bog violet could be impacted from 

mechanical treatments and prescribed fire.  Mechanical treatments are not planned in any 

riparian areas or associated habitats and prescribed fire may improve the abundance of the bog 

violet (if present) by removing competitive herbaceous species although prescribed fire is not 

being proposed in habitat for this species. 

 



Monarch Butterfly              Danaus plexippus 

 

North America forms the core of the monarch’s range but the overall range extends through 

Central America to northern South America. Monarchs also occur in Hawaii, Australia, several 

Pacific islands, parts of Asia, Africa, and southern Europe (Zhan et al. 2014).  The North 

American populations (subspecies plexippus) are strongly migratory, resulting in vastly 

difference seasonal ranges. Essential overwintering areas for North American populations are 

limited to a few dozen places in coastal California and the mountains of Mexico. The summer 

range includes portions of the conterminous U.S and the southern portions of all Canadian 

provinces bordering the US where milkweeds occur.  In the Rocky Mountain vicinity, the 

regional habitats described are near springs (in western Colorado); in moist to somewhat moist, 

sandy (or sometimes gravelly) soils in open ponderosa pine, oak, and pinyon-juniper 

communities (in Utah and Arizona) and in sage and mountain brush communities (in Utah). 

Generally found in moist to moderately moist sandy or gravelly soils, but habitats can be highly 

variable.  Colorado does provide suitable habitat and breeding habitat but suitability is unclear 

due to the lack of records.  Increased survey and tagging efforts would greatly improve our 

understanding of monarch distribution and habitat use (Pelton et al., 2018).   

 

The North American populations have declined significantly in the last 20 years, especially the 

last 10. Estimates from the overwintering sites in Mexico in 2013-2014 showed a 90% drop from 

the 20-year average for the eastern population. Estimates from 2013 for the western population 

showed a 50% drop from the long-term average.  A petition for listing Danaus plexippus 

plexippus as threatened under the U.S. Endangered Species Act was submitted in September 

2014. In a 90-day petition finding, USFWS (2014) determined that the petitioned action may be 

warranted and initiated a status review. In a 12-month petition finding, USFWS (2020) found 

that listing it is warranted but precluded by higher priority actions. They will develop a proposed 

rule to list the monarch butterfly as priorities allow. 

 

Surveys for monarchs have not occurred and none were observed during other species surveys 

and general wildlife monitoring of the area.  There are no records of this species occurring in the 

project area.  Habitat for this species could be improved by incorporating milkweed or other 

beneficial flowering plants to seed mixes. 

 

 

Western Bumblebee        Bombus occidentalis 

Bombus occidentalis is currently understood to include two subspecies, B. o. mckayi and B. o. 

occidentalis. Subspecies mckayi has a moderate range, area of occupancy and number of 

occurrences are stable or slightly decreasing, but subspecies occidentalis has undergone drastic 

declines. Overall, the species appears to be secure in about 25-30% of its entire range.  B. 

occidentalis occidentalis shows a decrease of > 80% in relative abundance.  Cranshaw (2010) 

reports the species in decline in Colorado, essentially its southeastern limit which suggests the 

decline of this subspecies has probably become range-wide. 

 

Historically the western bumblebee ranged from the Pacific coast to the Colorado Rocky 

Mountains; severe population declines have occurred west of the Sierra-Cascade Crest.  

Populations are known from the Great Basin, the Rocky Mountains and Alaska.  Habitats for this 



species include open coniferous, deciduous and mixed-wood forests, wet and dry meadows, 

montane meadows and prairie grasslands, meadows bordering riparian zones, and along 

roadsides in taiga adjacent to wooded areas, urban parks, gardens and agricultural areas, 

subalpine habitats and more isolated natural areas (COSEWIC 2014). 

 

Threats to the western bumble include:  introduced microsporidian Nosema bombi in commercial 

bee populations brought from Europe, habitat loss due to agricultural intensification, urban 

development, conifer encroachment (resulting from fire suppression), grazing, logging, 

herbicides, insecticides (especially neonicotonids), and climate change (Jepsen and Foltz Jordan 

2013, Evans et al. 2008). 

 

Though field surveys for this particular species have not occurred, there is suitable habitat within 

the project area.  This species could be impacted from prescribed fire and mastication activities.  

These activities could also improve habitat for this species increasing the amount of grass, forb, 

and beneficial flowering plant species. 

 

 

 

EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

 

The No Action Alternative will have no immediate direct or indirect effects on any of the Forest 

Service sensitive species, Bureau of Land Management sensitive species or birds of conservation 

concern, or on any migratory birds or their habitat. Without management action fuels including 

trees and shrubs will continue to build up causing continued forest health decline from plant 

competition for resources which would be detrimental to some species and status quo or positive 

for other species.  Leaving this area unmanaged could result in a higher risk for a large 

catastrophic wildfire which would have the potential to negatively impact large amounts of 

habitat resulting in an ecological type conversion that would take years and perhaps centuries to 

recover.   

 

American Marten 

Marten and their habitat could be directly impacted by prescribed fire including the 100-foot 

burn buffers and creation of fireline to mineral soil.  Mechanical thinning and hand crew thinning 

could also impact this species.  Most of the marten habitat occurs on north-facing slopes in the 

spruce-fir habitat. Small islands of habitat occur within prescribed fire unit F5 and the north end 

of F9 and along the northern and western boundary of F9.  It is possible that prescribed fire could 

directly impact marten resulting in injury or death.  However, it is unlikely that marten would be 

present in the disconnected islands of habitat and it is plausible that martens that may be present 

along the edges of unit F9 would be able to move into directly adjacent habitat.  In addition 

prescribed fire activities are expected to have mild to moderate fire effects resulting in a mosaic 

of burned and unburned areas and avoiding crown fires.  Because marten kits are largely 

immobile until approximately 12 to15 weeks old (Wynne and Sherburne 1984 and Wynne, 1981) 

and both ground and arboreal denning structures may be destroyed by fire, kits may be 

vulnerable to mortality during spring fires (Green, 2007).  See the project map in Figure 1 for 



reference.  Fire has several indirect effects on martens, including effects on abundance, habitat 

use, cover, and food.  Although fire may have substantial short-term impacts on marten 

populations, it is generally accepted that fire can have long-term benefits for martens because it 

creates a mosaic of successional stages offering a variety of resources (Golden 1987, Koehler 

1975, Koehler and Hornocker 1977), reviews by (Burnett 1981, Koehler et al. 1975, Nelson et al. 

2008, Viereck and Schandelmeier 1980). 

 

Marten habitat within mechanical units M14 and M10 could be impacted by mechanical and 

hand crew thinning.  The focus in these areas is bighorn sheep habitat improvement and 

treatments to reduce fuels within the wildland urban interface to protect private infrastructure.  It 

is unlikely that mechanical or hand crew thinning would result in injury or death of martens 

given their ability to move into adjacent suitable habitat. 

 

 

Fringed Myotis, Hoary Bat, Spotted Bat, and Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 

These bat species could be impacted by the proposed activities with prescribed fire having the 

most potential for impacts.  The primary threat to these species is the loss of roost trees.  Water 

development could be beneficial.  Good water quality and adequate flow is important not only 

for the bats to drink, but to support healthy aquatic insect populations and riparian areas.  In most 

of Colorado’s forest ecosystems surface water does not need augmentation for bats.  Bats in arid 

pinyon-juniper woodlands may benefit from constructed water sources.  Injury or death from the 

proposed activities is not expected to be impact these species given their ability to move to 

adjacent suitable habitat.  Females with non-volant young may not be as able to escape the 

proposed disturbances.  There will be direct impacts to habitat for these bats although the overall 

objective of the proposed actions will indirectly improve habitat by diversifying age-classes, 

increasing edge habitat, reducing “clutter” while maintaining thicker forests adjacent to treated 

areas and within treated areas.  The resulting vegetation will result in a mosaic of treated and un-

treated areas.  The amount and size of obstacles a bat must detect and avoid in a given area is 

referred to as clutter.  Natural disturbances and forest management activities that alter tree 

density and forest structure influence the degree of vegetation clutter and the bat community in 

turn. 

 

In areas where mechanical and hand thinning activities are proposed within prescribed fire units 

it should be a goal to protect snags especially larger ones and larger trees.  This can be 

accomplished by reducing fuels around these features to reduce ladder fuels.  Mechanical 

prescriptions should avoid removing snags.  Protecting an adequate density of large diameter 

and/or tall snags and live trees with cavities within forest stands will help to maintain and 

improve habitat. Trees with the following characteristics should be favored for retention:  loose 

bark, dead or broken tops, lightning strikes, natural cavities, or woodpecker cavities. Retention of 

ponderosa pine where practical and large diameter live trees should also be priority. 

 

Four ecological factors are important in shaping habitat suitability for bats in forests: 

characteristics and abundance of roost sites, amount of clutter, availability of water, and 

availability of prey (Hayes and Loeb 2007).  Bats frequently use edge habitat for commuting and 

foraging, and will target prey according to the species’ clutter tolerance and foraging strategy 

(e.g., gleaning or aerial hawking). 



 

Forest and woodland conditions are affected by anthropogenic and natural disturbances, which 

vary widely in type and scale. Generally, a forested landscape with an adequate amount of 

heterogeneity in stand structure and species composition will provide the habitat components for 

roosting and foraging that are required to maintain a diverse bat community in forests. Forest and 

woodland management actions should be informed by the natural range of variability of each 

ecosystem.  Landscapes with a range of tree densities and ages in a heterogeneous distribution 

will likely meet the needs of the most forest bat species (Painter et al., 2018). 

 

 

Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep 

It is unlikely that prescribed fire would have a direct effect on bighorn sheep.  The proposed 

prescribed fire activities occur within identified bighorn sheep winter range identified by 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife.  Winter range is defined as the part of the overall range where 90% 

of the individuals are located during the average five winters out of ten, from the first heavy 

snowfall to spring green-up, or as a specific period which may defined for each unit (CPW, 

2019).  It is possible that spring burning could displace individuals that remain on the winter 

range beyond spring green up.  Fall burning would likely not have any impact on bighorn sheep 

as these would occur before sheep have moved onto their winter range.  Fall burning would 

result in less available forage for wintering bighorn in the first winter following burning.   

 

Fire exclusion for over 50 years has allowed plant succession to alter many bighorn sheep 

habitats throughout North America (Chapman and Feldhamer 1982, Easterly and Jenkins 1991).  

Fire exclusion, which has allowed conifers to establish on grasslands, has decreased both the 

forage and security values on many bighorn sheep ranges (Easterly and Jenkins, 1991).  Burning 

may regenerate rangelands and enhance the production, availability, and palatability of important 

bighorn sheep forage species (Woodard and Van Nest, 1990).  Bighorn sheep heavily utilized 

burned winter range the following two winters after a September 1974 fire on the East Fork of 

the Salmon River, Idaho (Peek et al., 1984).  Over 66 percent of the plants on this burned range 

had been grazed by bighorn sheep.  Utilization was consistently higher on burned sites than on 

adjacent unburned sites for at least 4 years after the fire (Peek et al., 1984).  Fire can negatively 

affect bighorn sheep habitat when range condition is poor and forage species cannot recover, 

when nonsprouting species that provide important forage for bighorn sheep are eliminated, or 

when too much area is burned and forage is inadequate until the next growing season.  Another 

potentially negative effect is when other species, especially elk, are attracted to prescribed burns 

intended to benefit bighorn sheep (Peek et al., 1984). 

 

Since both positive and negative effects can occur from burning bighorn sheep range, a well-

thought-out plan must be developed before fire is considered for use on their range.  Plans must 

consider the following: 

 

1) condition of plants 

2) plant response to burning 

3) adjacent conifers (The possibility of creating more open range exists 

     if conifer stands or tall shrub fields occur next to currently used ranges.) 

4) limiting factors (factors that may limit bighorn sheep populations 



       should be identified, and an evaluation made as to how burning will 

       effect these limiting factors) 

5) lungworm (lungworm infections can possibly be altered by reducing 

      bighorn sheep concentrations; however, if burns are small and 

        concentrate bighorn sheep, results could be negative.  If burns disperse 

        populations, the effects could be positive) 

6) competition from other ungulates attracted to burns (Peek et al., 1984) 

 

The area intended to improve bighorn sheep winter habitat is also identified as elk winter range 

and elk winter concentration area.   

 

Mechanical and hand crew activities will largely be implemented from late July until December 

1
st
 or earlier if prohibited by winter weather.  Identified bighorn sheep summer range does occur 

in the southern most mechanical units M14 and M10.  Summer Range is defined as that portion 

of the overall range where 90% of the individuals are located between spring green-up and the 

first heavy snowfall. Summer range is not exclusive of winter range; in some areas winter and 

summer ranges may overlap (CPW, 2019).  These units are just within the boundary of identified 

summer range and the proposed activities would result in the displacement of bighorn sheep to 

abundant suitable habitat to the east and south.   

 

Mechanical units M11 and M12 and hand crew unit H7 are north of County Road 3A which was 

identified as a northern boundary which bighorn sheep habitat improvements were not desired so 

as to not encourage bighorn sheep further north where domestic sheep spend winters on private 

property.  These units are within the northern extent of identified bighorn sheep winter range. 

The objective of these units is to reduce hazardous fuels within the wildland urban interface.  

Opening of the canopy by reducing fuels could result in an increased production of grasses and 

forbs which could encourage bighorn sheep to use this area during the winter.  Treatments in 

these units will be closely coordinated with Colorado Parks and Wildlife for input on timing, 

location and treatment prescriptions. 

 

 

Birds General 

Because forest structure (density and height class) determines avian community composition, 

changes in forest structure lead to changes in avian communities (Diem et al. 1980 and Smith, 

1980).  Fire can be used to reduce litter build-up, control disease, remove less vigorous species, 

and allow more vigorous trees to reach maturity, thus promoting old-growth habitat.  Regular 

burning helps to keep habitats in a suitable condition for many prey species but does temporarily 

expose prey when cover is reduced.  Fire can also create snags which can be suitable for 

roosting, nesting, and perching for multiple species. 

 

 

Birds of Prey (Raptors) & Owls 
Species considered in this effects section include:  American peregrine falcon, peregrine falcon, 

bald eagle, ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, northern goshawk, northern harrier, prairie falcon, 

boreal, and flammulated owl.  These species are a combination of designated Forest Service 

Sensitive Species, Bureau of Land Management Sensitive Species, Bureau of Land Management 



Birds of Conservation Concern, and a Migratory Bird.  Some of these species have more than 

one designation.  See Table 5 for specific designations.  Raptor surveys have occurred within 

suitable goshawk nesting habitat in 2017.  Two red-tailed hawks were detected. 

 

Potential direct effects could include injury or mortality from implementation of proposed 

actions especially prescribed fire.  Impacts to differing habitat types these birds use to fulfill their 

life histories will also occur.  Indirect effects could impact these bird’s prey and their habitat 

including small mammals, reptiles, other smaller birds and insects.  These species are highly 

mobile and most vulnerable from nesting to fledgling.  Impacts to nesting individuals could 

result in nest abandonment.   

 

A design feature of this project to protect nesting birds prohibits vegetation treatments (including 

prescribed fire, mechanical, and hand crew thinning) between May 15
th

 and July 15
th

.  

Exceptions would only be granted if it is determined that the treatment can avoid nesting birds.  

This in effect would greatly reduce potential direct and indirect effects to:  American peregrine 

falcon, golden eagle, northern goshawk, northern harrier, prairie falcon and boreal owl.  The bald 

eagle and ferruginous hawk are not known to nest near the project area and are mostly present 

during the fall and winter.  The flammulated owl nesting period can extend into early August and 

thus this species is at greater risk to direct and indirect effects.  However, limited nesting habitat 

consisting of mature trees with cavities exist in the project area.  It is very unlikely a prescribed 

fire would occur in August and nest surveys for flammulated owls would occur within nesting 

habitat prior to mechanical or hand crew thinning.  Protection and avoidance of wildlife trees 

including snags and large diameter live trees will be important to maintain nesting habitat. 

 

Low to Mid-Elevation (Pinyon Juniper – Ponderosa Pine) Bird Species 

Species most common in these low-elevation vegetation types include:  gray vireo, juniper 

titmouse, loggerhead shrike, pinyon jay, Virginia’s warbler, willow flycatcher, Grace’s warbler, 

and Lewis’s woodpecker.  The loggerhead shrike and the Lewis’s woodpecker are Forest Service 

Sensitive Species, and the Virginia’s warbler is a Migratory Bird Species.  All of the other 

species are Bureau of Land Management Birds of Conservation Concern.  See table 5 for specific 

designations. 

 

Direct and indirect effects to these species could result from all of the proposed activities. The 

activities with the most potential for disturbance are prescribed fire and mechanical thinning.  

Birds are highly mobile and able to leave areas to adjacent suitable habitat if disturbed.  Birds are 

most vulnerable between nesting and fledgling periods.  Implementing the design feature to not 

implement vegetation treatments between May 15
th

 and July 15
th

 to protect nesting birds will 

mitigate much of the direct effects to bird species.  The willow flycatcher, Grace’s warbler and 

Lewis’s woodpecker can nest into late-July and August which is outside of the timeframe 

imposed by the design feature.   

 

For the willow flycatcher, mechanical treatments in riparian areas will not occur and willow is 

not a targeted species for treatment.  The majority of the habitat for this species occurs along the 

Uncompahgre River which will not be impacted.  For Grace’s warbler and Lewis’s woodpecker, 

ponderosa pine is not a dominant vegetation type within this project area (See Figure Three 

above) and occurs as mostly solitary scattered trees mixed amongst different dominant 



vegetation types.  It is unlikely that Grace’s warbler nests in the project area.  Cottonwoods are 

also used by Lewis’s woodpecker for nesting and occur in only small pockets along on the 

southwest boundary of the project along the Uncompahgre River.  Cottonwoods are not a 

targeted vegetation type for treatment. 

 

 

 

 

High-Elevation (Aspen and Mixed-Conifer) Bird Species  

Bird species most common in higher elevation areas of the project include:  Cassin’s finch, olive-

sided flycatcher, purple martin, rufous hummingbird, and the veery (including salicola subspp) 

See Table Five for specific species designations. 

 

Cassin’s finch uses a variety of habitats and may return to the same nesting area in successive 

years.  Their use of variety of habitats makes them more resilient to disturbance.  The olive-sided 

flycatcher is a migratory bird and as a neotropical migrant that may spend only three to four 

months of the year on its North American breeding grounds, this flycatcher is at risk from 

deforestation on its wintering grounds in Central and South America.  Habitat for this bird is 

somewhat lacking in area where activities are being proposed due to minimum meadow habitat 

which has been encroached by trees and shrubs having missed it’s last 2-3 fire cycles.  Proposed 

activities would improve habitat for this species.  Purple martin may be impacted by prescribed 

fire and mechanical treatments.  Monitoring for this species habitat has occurred in the project 

area within suitable habitat and no individuals or nesting trees were found.  The rufous 

hummingbird is a migratory bird and may inhabit the project area during it’s post-breeding 

migration from western Canada south to Mexico between mid-June to mid-October.  Mechanical 

activities and prescribed fires may displace individuals.  The veery and its migratory subspecies 

salicola, have limited habitat in the project area and riparian habitat is not targeted by this 

project.  This species is less common in mature forests that lack a shrubby understory.  Riparian 

habitat in the project area is limiting.   

 

 

Northern Leopard Frog 
The northern leopard frog is not known to occur in the project area and limited habitat is present.  

The greatest potential threat to this frog related to the proposed activities is prescribed fire in unit 

F5 and mechanical treatments to the north on private property.  If present, it is possible that these 

activities could kill or injure individuals.  This species is not known to occur in the project area 

and the habitat quality is somewhat limited.  The limiting factor in the project area is likely 

overwintering habitat and summer habitat.  Further, the thinning of vegetation would result in 

decreased evapotranspiration allowing soils to retain moisture for longer periods improving 

summer habitat. 

 

 

Midget Faded Rattlesnake 

Potential impacts to this species could result from mechanical treatments in the lowest elevation 

areas of the project in mechanical units M11 and M12 and hand and on south and west facing 

slopes adjacent to Hwy 550.  If this species was present it could be ran over or struck by 



masticated debris injuring or killing it.  However, this is unlikely as this species can move to 

adjacent suitable habitat not being impacted and is mostly found in rocky areas where 

masticating machinery would not operate.  It is possible that this species could inhabit slash piles 

after they are created and before they are burned.  Burning of these piles would occur between 12 

and 20 months after they are created and still holding needles.  It is unlikely that slash piles 

would be created where this species may occur as the focus in those areas will be fuels reduction 

in wildland urban interface and treated fuels will likely either be chipped and scattered or 

chipped and hauled off the project area. 

 

 

Great Basin Silverspot 

The proposed activities will not impact any habitat for this species but this butterfly has 

historically occurred near the city of Ouray.  The potential for displacement of this species is low 

but possible in the southernmost mechanical units.  However this is unlikely given that there is 

no suitable habitat within or adjacent to the project area. 

 

 

Monarch Butterfly & Western Bumblebee 

The monarch butterfly is rare in the project area with no occurrences in the project area and very 

few in surrounding areas.  There are no documented occurrences of the western bumblebee in the 

project area but they are suspected to occur as suitable habitat is present.  Perhaps the greatest 

direct effect to these species could result from prescribed fire activities if individuals were 

present during burning.  Hand crew treatments and mechanical treatments are unlikely to directly 

impact these species.  Indirect effects could result in less feeding opportunities by burning or 

trampling desirable flowering species. 

 

There is potential to improving habitat for these species by incorporating appropriate flowering 

plant species in seed-mixes.  See Appendix A for desirable species to include in seed mixes. 

   

 

Cumulative Effects 

Under NEPA, “Cumulative impact” is defined as an impact on the environment which results 

from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 

undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 

collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (50 CFR 1508.7). 

 

Actions which have occurred and will likely continue to occur in the project area include:  cattle 

grazing, recreation outfitters (horseback riding on the horse trails on Baldy Mountain in the 

summer, and snowmobile riding along NFSR 872 and NFSR 872.1B in the winter), hunting 

including by outfitter on Baldy Mountain and hunting on the Mullin’s ranch by family members 

and outfitter as well.  Development on private property of homes and maintenance of utilities 

will also continue.  There have been no federal actions aside from permit administration for 

grazing, and recreation and hunting outfitters and maintenance of the trail system.   

 



North of the project boundary domestic sheep graze on private property not associated with this 

project.  Domestic Sheep ranches have reached out to the Mullin’s Ranch requesting lease of 

their land for wintering domestic sheep in the past.  However, the Mullin’s have denied all 

requests with concern of domestic sheep coming into close proximity to wild Rocky Mountain 

bighorn sheep and the subsequent risk of disease transmission from domestic sheep to bighorns.  

Although the entire western aspect west of Baldy Peak and south beyond Ouray is bighorn sheep 

winter range, Colorado Parks and Wildlife does now want to encourage bighorn sheep being 

drawn further north beyond County Road 3A or beyond the BLM boundary to reduce the risk of 

contact with domestic sheep (See Figure Four for bighorn sheep habitat map).  Wildland urban 

interface treatments in the Piedmont Hills Subdivision (units M11 and 12 and H7) could 

inadvertently result in desirable bighorn sheep wintering habitat.  Treatments in these areas will 

be closely coordinated with Colorado Parks and Wildlife to lower the risk of a damaging wildfire 

to private property while not creating desirable bighorn sheep habitat. 

 

In Colorado forests, fire, insects, and disease are among the major disturbance agents for 

changing forest composition and structure at both fine and broad scales. Insects such as wood 

borers, defoliators, and bark beetles typically exist at low levels, but can occasionally form 

significant outbreaks that can quickly cause widespread tree mortality. Disease and 

environmental stressors are also causing widespread decline of many aspen stands in Colorado 

(Worrall et al. 2010; Marchetti et al. 2011). 

 

According to the United States Environmental Protection Agency Colorado’s climate is changing 

(2016). The western side of Colorado has increased 2-2.5 degrees Fahrenheit in the last century 

(U.S. EPA, 2016). These temperature shifts have caused early season melting and run-offs and 

drier soils due to evaporation. In the last 50 years more late winter precipitation has fallen as rain 

instead of snow. Over much of the state the April snowpack has declined 20-60% in the last 60 

years. Of the several monitoring sites that were observed between 1955 and 2015, three of them 

in the project area of the San Juan’s showed similar results where April snowpack declines were 

between 5 and 40% (U.S. EPA, 2016).  Removal of vegetation will result in some amount of 

decreased carbon sequestration and release of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere from prescribed 

burning.  However, this amount is immeasurable and minor.  The sequestration of carbon will 

still be greater versus the amount of sequestration that would occur after a catastrophic wildfire.  

The release of carbon dioxide will also be less than that of an uncontrollable large and 

catastrophic wildfire as well. 

 

Cumulatively, these effects when considered along with the direct and indirect effects of the 

proposed action do not raise the level of significance of overall effects for any of the species.  

Immediately after treatments for the following one to two years, until the area recovers from the 

treatments impacts to most associated species will be negative.  Implementing this project in 

phases will allow wildlife to move to adjacent suitable untreated habitats within and outside of 

the project area.  Following recovery the benefits from the treatments will outweigh the negative 

effects of their implementation combined with cumulative impacts. 

 

 



 

DETERMINATION OF EFFECT AND RATIONALE 

Although the determinations listed below are specific for Forest Service Sensitive Species, they 

are also used for all species considered. 

 

Table 6.  Determination table 

Common Name 

and Status1 

Determinations of Effects2 

No Action 

Alternative 

Proposed 

Action 

Rationale3 

MAMMALS 

American marten 

(FS) 

NI MAII Effects of the proposed action is likely to have short term impacts to habitat and 

to kits during spring fires if they were present during prescribed fires.  It’s 

unlikely they would be present in much of the islands of habitat associated with 

the activities.  Long term impacts are likely to be beneficial by creating multiple 

age-classes and the creation of downed woody debris from falling snags resulting 

from prescribed fire.  Actions are not expected to result in a loss of viability in 

the planning area given the abundant adjacent suitable habitat. The 

implementation of this project over several years will also stagger impacts and 

spread them out overtime thus lessening the severity. 

Fringed myotis, 

Spotted Bat, 

Townsend’s big-

eared bat 

(FS) 

(BLM) 

 

Hoary bat 

(FS) 

NI MAII Given these species mobility injury or death is not expected.  Females with non-

volant young may not be as able to escape the proposed disturbances.  There will 

be short term impacts to habitat but expected long term benefits by diversifying 

age-classes, increasing edge habitat, reducing “clutter” and maintaining thicker 

and more cluttered habitat adjacent to treatment areas.  Where mechanical and 

hand thinning is occurring wildlife snags should be protected.  See design feature 

below.  Actions are not expected to result in a loss of viability in the planning 

area given the small amount of suitable habitat impacted relative to habitat 

outside the action area. The implementation of this project over several years 

will also stagger impacts and spread them out overtime thus lessening the 

severity. 

Rocky Mountain 

bighorn sheep 

(FS) 

(BLM) 

NI MAII Implementation of the design features to avoid disturbance to big game winter 

range will mitigate much of the impacts to this species.  Fall burning would 

result in a loss of browsing and foraging species until the following growing 

season.  Spring burning could displace individuals that may still be on their 

winter range past green up.  Actions are not expected to result in a loss of 

viability in the planning area and are expected to have a net positive outcome for 

this species long term.  The implementation of this project over several years will 

also stagger impacts and spread them out overtime thus lessening the severity. 

BIRDS 

Birds of Prey (Raptors) & Owls 



American 

peregrine falcon, 

Bald eagle 

(BLM) 

 

Boreal owl, 

Northern harrier 

(FS) 

 

Ferruginous 

hawk 

(FS) 

(BLM) 

(BLMBCC) 

 

Flammulated owl 

(FS) 

(BLMBCC) 

 

Golden eagle 

(BLM) 

(BLMBCC) 

(MB) 

 

Northern 

goshawk 

(FS) 

(BLM) 

 

Peregrine falcon, 

Prairie falcon 

(BLMBCC) 

NI 

 

 

MAII 

 

 

Implementation of the design feature to prohibit vegetation treatments between 

May 15th and July 15th will mitigate much of the impacts to these species.  The 

flammulated owl nesting period extends beyond the dates of this design feature 

but limited nesting habitat consisting of mature trees with cavities exist in the 

project area making it unlikely this species nests in the project area where 

activities are occurring.  Further surveys within potential habitat for these species 

will occur prior to treatments.  If nests are discovered appropriate additional 

timing restrictions will be implemented.  See mitigation measures below and 

those identified above.  It is expected that long term impacts from these 

treatments will benefit prey species for these raptors.  Actions are not expected to 

result in a loss of viability in the planning area. The implementation of this 

project over several years will also stagger impacts and spread them out overtime 

thus lessening the severity. 

Low to Mid-Elevation (Pinyon Juniper – Ponderosa Pine) 

Grace’s warbler, 

Gray Vireo, 

Juniper titmouse, 

Pinyon jay, and 

Willow 

flycatcher 

(BLMBCC) 

 

Loggerhead 

shrike 

(FS) 

 

Lewis’s 

woodpecker 

(FS) 

(BLMBCC) 

 

Virginia’s 

warbler 

(MB) 

NI MAII Implementation of the design feature to prohibit vegetation treatments between 

May 15th and July 15th will mitigate much of the impacts to these species.  The 

willow flycatcher, Grace’s warbler and Lewis’s woodpecker can nest into late-

July and August.  Willow is not a targeted vegetation of this project and limited 

riparian areas exist which significantly reduces impacts to the willow flycatcher.  

Lewis’s woodpecker nesting trees were not detected during wildlife surveys.  

Protection of snags will help mitigate loss of any potential nesting trees.  

Ponderosa pine is not a dominant species in any of the potential treatments but 

instead exist mostly as isolated trees.  Ponderosa pine is not a targeted species 

and it is desirable to retain ponderosa pine by reducing ladder fuels where hand 

crew and mechanical thinning is prescribed.  It is expected that long term impacts 

will be beneficial to these species by retaining components of habitat both within 

and outside of treatment areas, diversifying age-classes.  Proposed activities may 

impact individuals but they are not expected to result in a loss of viability in the 

planning area. The implementation of this project over several years will also 

stagger impacts and spread them out overtime thus lessening the severity. 

High-Elevation (Aspen and Mixed-Conifer) 

Cassin’s finch 

(BLMBCC) 

 

Olive-sided 

flycatcher 

(FS) 

(MB) 

NI MAII Implementation of the design feature to prohibit vegetation treatments between 

May 15th and July 15th will mitigate much of the impacts to some of these 

species.  The olive-sided flycatcher, and veery can nest into August and the 

nesting period for Cassin’s finch is unknown.  The rufous hummingbird is only 

present during its post-breeding migration and unlikely to have direct effects.  

Indirectly activities could reduce food sources for this bird but the relatively 

small acreage being impacted relative to the abundant suitable habitat those 



 

Purple martin, 

White Tailed 

ptarmigan 

(FS) 

 

Rufous 

hummingbird 

(MB) 

 

Veery 

(BLMBCC) 

Subspecies 

salicola 

(MB) 

impacts aren’t expected to be significant.  Incorporating wildflowers into 

reseeding mix could benefit this species.  Cassin’s finch use a variety of habitats 

making them more resilient to disturbance.  Current habitat for the olive-sided 

flycatcher is lacking in the project area.  Proposed activities are expected to 

benefit this flycatcher’s habitat.  It is expected that long term impacts will be 

beneficial to these species by retaining components of habitat both within and 

outside of treatment areas, diversifying age-classes.  Proposed activities may 

impact individuals but they are not expected to result in a loss of viability in the 

planning area.  The implementation of this project over several years will also 

stagger impacts and spread them out overtime thus lessening the severity. 

Amphibians 

Northern leopard 

frog 

(FS) 

(BLM) 

NI MAII These frogs are not known to occur in the project area.  Risk of potential direct 

and indirect effects are low since riparian areas are not a targeted area for 

treatments.  The thinning of vegetation would result in decreased 

evapotranspiration allowing soils to retain moisture for longer periods and thus 

potentially improving summer habitat.  Proposed activities may impact 

individuals but they are not expected to result in a loss of viability in the 

planning area. 

Reptiles 

Midget faded 

rattlesnake 

(BLM) 

NI MAII The elevational range of this species in the project area is restricted to the lowest 

elevations adjacent to Hwy 145.  Activities in these areas include mechanical 

treatment and hand thinning.  Rocky areas where this snake is usually found is 

not treatable with masticating machinery.  Individuals could be impacted but the 

proposed activities are not expected to result in a loss of viability in the planning 

area.  Implementation of this project over several years will also stagger impacts 

and spread them out overtime thus lessening the severity. 

Invertebrates 

Great Basin 

silverspot 

butterfly 

(FS) 

(BLM) 

NI MAII Habitat for this species is restricted to riparian areas which are not targeted for 

treatment.  Although this species has occurred near the town of Ouray in the past 

it is unknown if it still occurs there.  It’s historic area of occurrence is outside the 

project area.  Use of desirable flowering plants in seed mixes could improve 

adjacent habitat for this species. 

Monarch 

butterfly 

(FS) 

NI MAII It is unlikely this species would be present as they are not common in the project 

area.  Incorporation of milkweed to seed mixes could benefit this species. 

Western 

bumblebee 

(FS) 

NI MAII Implementation of this project over several years will also stagger impacts and 

spread them out overtime thus lessening the severity.  Using beneficial flowering 

plants in the seed mix could benefit this species.   
1 
(FS) = Forest Service Sensitive Species; (BLM) = Bureau of Land Management Sensitive Species; (MB) = 

Migratory Bird; (BLMBCC) = Bureau of Land Management Bird of Conservation Concern 
2 
NI =  No Impact; BI = Beneficial Impact; MAII = May adversely impact individuals, but not likely to result in a 

loss of viability in the Planning Area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing; LRLV = Likely to result in a loss of 

viability in the Planning Area, or in a trend toward federal listing. 
3
 The no action alternative will have no immediate impact on any species.  Long term impacts could be negative 

especially in the event of a large and catastrophic wildfire which this area is prone to having missed the last 2-3 

fire cycles.  With the continued exclusion of fire and other disturbances, regeneration of healthy and resilient tree 

species will be regressed with the over-competition of dense shrubs and trees.  Fire and disturbance exclusion has 

resulted in large scale tree die-off from insects and disease outbreaks and allowed plant succession to alter habitats. 

 

 

 



RESPONSIBILITY FOR A REVISED BIOLOGICAL EVALUATION 

 

This Biological Evaluation was prepared based on presently available information. If the action 

is modified in a manner that causes effects not considered, or if new information becomes 

available that reveals that the action may impact endangered, threatened, proposed, or sensitive 

species that in a manner or to an extent not previously considered, a new or revised Biological 

Evaluation will be required. 
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APPENDIX B 

T E S  W I L D L I F E  A N D  P L A N T S  R E P O R T  

 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

Applicant:  Bureau of Land Management,  

Project (EA) Number/ Name: DOI-BLM-CO-S05X-####-####  

Project Lead:  

Date of Request:  

Proposed Action:  

Location:  Section           ,     Township            ,  Range      

Project Dimensions:  Length         Width     

Project GIS shapefile:  

Estimated Disturbance:  

Survey Expiration/Contingencies:  
______________________________________________________________________ 

 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

SITE ASSESSMENT 

 

Survey Target Species (see species tables):  

Other Potentially Occurring Species: Refer to species tables. 

Field Survey Conducted?     YES       NO 

Survey date/ time/ duration:  

Weather:  

Survey methodology:  

Survey results:  

________________________________________________________________________ 

DETERMINATION OF EFFECTS (for details on effects to individual species; refer to species tables below)  

Federally Listed Species  

No effect on some Federally Listed species or critical habitat 



 May affect, not likely to adversely affect some Federally Listed species or critical habitat 

 May affect, likely to adversely affect some Federally Listed species or critical habitat 

 

Proposed Species 

 No effect on some Federally Proposed species or proposed critical habitat 

 Not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of some Federally Proposed species; not likely to result in the 

destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat 

 Likely to jeopardize the continued existence of some Federally Proposed species; likely to result in the 

destruction or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat 

 

Candidate and Sensitive Species 

 No effect on some species 

 May affect individuals of some species, but not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing 

 Likely to result in a trend toward federal listing for some species 

 

Migratory Bird Species 

 No effect on some species 

 May affect individuals of some species, but not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing 

 Likely to result in a trend toward federal listing for some species 

 

Big Game Species 

 No effect on some species 

 Project area contains important habitat features for: 

  Mule Deer   Elk   Pronghorn   Bighorn sheep   Moose   Mountain goat 

 

 

Comments/ Recommendations:  

 Project may have occurances of and may have impacts to the following Federally listed threatened and endangered 

species, and BLM sensitive species:   

 

Project may have occurances of and may have impacts to the following Migratory Bird species:   

 

Project contains special habitat for and  may have impacts to the following big game species:   

 

Required Mitigation (also refer to species tables): 

 

Conclusion: Based on the above information, the proposed action will have no adverse effect on any threatened, 

endangered, proposed, or sensitive species. 
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THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES OF THE UFO 1 

SPECIES STATUS HABITAT DESCRIPTION 2 

CRITICAL 

HABITAT 

(Y/N)? 3 

KNOWN? 
4 

RANGE 

(Y/N)? 5 

HABITAT 

(Y/N)? 6 

NO 

EFFECT 

(X)? 7 

MENLAE 

(X) 8 

MELAE 

(X) 9 

FISH 

Bonytail 

Gila elegans 

E 

Warm-waters of the Colorado River 

mainstem and tributaries, some reservoirs; 

flooded bottomlands for nurseries; pools 

and eddies over rocky substrates with silt-

boulder mixtures for spawning 

       

Humpback chub 

Gila cypha 

E 

Warm-water, canyon-bound reaches of 

Colorado River mainstem and larger 

tributaries; turbid waters with fluctuating 

hydrology; young require low-velocity, 

shoreline habitats such as eddies and 

backwaters 

       

Razorback sucker 

Xyrauchen 

texanus 

 

E 

Warm-water reaches of the Colorado River 

mainstem and larger tributaries; some 

reservoirs; low velocity, deep runs, eddies, 

backwaters, sidecanyons, pools, eddies; 

cobble, gravel, and sand bars for spawning; 

tributaries, backwaters, floodplain for 

nurseries 

       

Colorado 

pikeminnow 

Ptychocheilus 

lucius 

 

E 

Warm-waters of the Colorado River 

mainstem and tributaries; deep, low 

velocity eddies, pools, runs, and nearshore 

features; uninterrupted streams for 

spawning migration and young dispersal; 

also floodplains, tributary mouths, and side 

canyons; highly complex systems 

       



THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES OF THE UFO 1 

SPECIES STATUS HABITAT DESCRIPTION 2 

CRITICAL 

HABITAT 

(Y/N)? 3 

KNOWN? 
4 

RANGE 

(Y/N)? 5 

HABITAT 

(Y/N)? 6 

NO 

EFFECT 

(X)? 7 

MENLAE 

(X) 8 

MELAE 

(X) 9 

Greenback cutthroat 

trout 

Oncorhynchus 

clarki stomias 

 

T 

Cold water streams and lakes with 

adequate spawning habitat (riffles), often 

with shading cover; young shelter in 

shallow backwaters 

       

MAMMALS 

Black-footed ferret 10 

Mustela nigripes 

 

E 

Prairie dog colonies for shelter and food; 

>200 acres of habitat with at least 8 

burrows/acre 

       

Canada lynx 

Lynx canadensis 

 

T 

Spruce-fir, lodgepole pine, willow carrs, 

and adjacent aspen and mountain shrub 

communities that support snowshoe hare 

and other prey 

       

BIRDS 

Southwestern willow 

flycatcher 11 

Empidonax 

traillii extimus 

 

E 

For breeding, riparian tree and shrub 

communities along rivers, wetlands, and 

lakes; for wintering, brushy grasslands, 

shrubby clearings or pastures, and 

woodlands near water 

       

Mexican spotted owl 
11 

Strix occidentalis 

 

T 
Mixed-conifer forests and steep-walled 

canyons with minimal human disturbance 
       



THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES OF THE UFO 1 

SPECIES STATUS HABITAT DESCRIPTION 2 

CRITICAL 

HABITAT 

(Y/N)? 3 

KNOWN? 
4 

RANGE 

(Y/N)? 5 

HABITAT 

(Y/N)? 6 

NO 

EFFECT 

(X)? 7 

MENLAE 

(X) 8 

MELAE 

(X) 9 

Western yellow-

billed cuckoo14 

Coccyzus 

americanus 

T 

Riparian, deciduous woodlands with dense 

undergrowth; nests in tall cottonwood and 

mature willow riparian, moist thickets, 

orchards, abandoned pastures 

       

Gunnison sage 

grouse 
12

 

Centrocercus 

minimus 

 

T 

Sagebrush communities (especially big 

sagebrush) for hiding and thermal cover, 

food, and nesting; open areas with 

sagebrush stands for leks; sagebrush-grass-

forb mix for nesting; wet meadows for 

rearing chicks 

       

PLANTS 

Clay-loving wild 

buckwheat 

Eriogonum 

pelinophilum 

E 

Mancos shale badlands in salt desert shrub 

communities, often with shadscale, black 

sagebrush, and mat saltbush; 5200’ – 6400’ 

in elevation 

       

Colorado hookless 

cactus 

Sclerocactus 

glaucus 

 

T 

Salt-desert shrub communities in clay soils 

on alluvial benches and breaks, toe slopes, 

and deposits often with cobbled, rocky, or 

graveled surfaces; 4500’ – 6000’ in 

elevation 

       

INVERTEBRATES 

Uncompahgre 

fritillary butterfly 11 

Boloria 

acrocnema 

E 

Restricted to moist, alpine slopes above 

12,000’ in elevation with extensive snow 

willow patches; restricted to San Juan 

Mountains 

       

1 
USFWS. Available:  http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/  Accessed:  XX/XX/20XX.  Consultation Tracking Number:  XXXXX 

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/


2 
Van Reyper G. 2006. Bureau of Land Management TES [threatened, endangered, sensitive] species descriptions. Uncompahgre Field Office, Montrose, CO, updated 

2009/2010.Unpublished document. 
3
 Designated Critical Habitat in Project Area? 

4
 Potential and/or known occurrences in Project Area?  Assessment based on UFO files and GIS data, partner data, and local knowledge. 

5 
Project area is within the current known range of the species? 

6 
Project area contains suitable habitat for the species? 

7 
Project activities will have “No Effect” to the species or it’s habitat 

8 
Project activities “May Effect, Not Likely to Adversley Effect” to the species or it’s habitat 

9 
Project activities “May Effect, Likely to Adversley Effect” to the species or it’s habitat 

10 
Black-footed ferret believed to be extirpated from this portion of its range. 

11 
Species not known to occur within UFO boundaries, but known to occur in close proximity. 

12 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2014. 79 FR 69192 Final Listing, 79 FR 69312 Final Critical habitat. 

13 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2013.  78FR7864 Proposed Listing, 78FR7890 Establishment of a Nonessential Experimental Population 

14 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  2014.  79FR59992 Determination of Threatened Status for the Western Distinct Population Segment of the Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus 

americanus). 

 

 

BLM SENSITIVE SPECIES OF THE UFO 
1
      

SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION 
2, 3 

KNOWN 
4
 

RANGE?
 5

 HABITAT?
 

6
 

NO 

EFFECT?
 

7
 

MAI
8
 LFL

9
 

FISH 

Roundtail chub  

Gila robusta 

Warm-water rocky runs, rapids, and pools of 

creeks and small to large rivers; also large 

reservoirs in the upper Colorado River 

system; generally prefers cobble-rubble, 

sand-cobble, or sand-gravel substrate 

      

Bluehead sucker 

Catostomus discobolus 

Large rivers and mountain streams, rarely in 

lakes; variable, from cold, clear mountain 

streams to warm, turbid streams; moderate to 

fast flowing water above rubble-rock 

substrate; young prefer quiet shallow areas 

near shoreline 
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1
      

SPECIES HABITAT DESCRIPTION 
2, 3 

KNOWN 
4
 

RANGE?
 5

 HABITAT?
 

6
 

NO 

EFFECT?
 

7
 

MAI
8
 LFL

9
 

Flannelmouth sucker 

Catostomus latipinnis 

Warm moderate- to large-sized rivers, 

seldom in small creeks, absent from 

impoundments; pools and deeper runs often 

near tributary mouths; also riffles and 

backwaters; young usually in shallower 

water than are adults  
 

      

Colorado River cutthroat trout 

Oncorhynchus clarki 

pleuriticus 

Cool, clear streams or lakes with well-

vegetated streambanks for shading cover and 

bank stability; deep pools, boulders, and 

logs; thrives at high elevations 

      

MAMMALS 

Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep 

Ovis canadensis 

Steep, mountainous or hilly terrain 

dominated by grass, low shrubs, rock cover, 

and areas near open escape and cliff retreats; 

in the resource  area 

      

Desert bighorn sheep 

Ovis canadensis nelsoni 

Steep, mountainous or hilly terrain 

dominated by grass, low shrubs, rock cover, 

and areas near open escape and cliff retreats; 

in the resource  area, concentrated along 

major river corridors and canyons 

      

White-tailed prairie dog 
14

 

Cynomys leucurus 

Level to gently sloping grasslands and semi-

desert grasslands from 5,000’ – 10,000’ in 

elevation 

      

Kit fox 

Vulpes macrotis 

Semi-desert shrublands of saltbrush, 

shadscale and greasewood often in 

association with prairie dog towns 

 

      

Gunnison’s prairie dog  

Cynomys gunnisoni 

 

Level to gently sloping grasslands, semi-

desert shrublands, and montane shrublands, 

from 6,000’- 12,000 in elevation 
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2, 3 

KNOWN 
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RANGE?
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 HABITAT?
 

6
 

NO 

EFFECT?
 

7
 

MAI
8
 LFL

9
 

Allen’s (Mexican) big-eared bat 

Idionycteris phyllotis 

Ponderosa pine, pinyon-juniper woodland, 

oak brush, riparian woodland (cottonwood); 

typically found near rocky outcrops, cliffs, 

and boulders; often forages near streams and 

ponds. Thought to be in the West End. 

      

Spotted bat 

Euderma maculatum 

Desert shrub, ponderosa pine, pinyon-juniper 

woodland, canyon bottoms, open pasture, 

and hayfields; roost in crevices in cliffs with 

surface water nearby 
 

      

Townsend’s big-eared bat 

Corynorhinus townsendii 

Mesic habitats including coniferous forests, 

deciduous forests, 

sagebrush steppe, juniper woodlands, and 

mountain; maternity roosts and hibernation 

in caves and mines; does not use crevices or 

cracks; caves, buildings, and tree cavities for 

night roosts 

      

Fringed myotis 

Myotis thysanodes 

Desert, grassland, and woodland habitats 

including ponderosa pine, pinyon/juniper, 

greasewood, saltbush, and scrub oak; roosts 

in caves, mines, rock crevices, and buildings 
 

      

 
 

      

BIRDS 

Bald eagle 
10

 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

 

Nests in forested rivers and lakes; winters in 

upland areas, often with rivers or lakes 

nearby 
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Golden Eagle 

Aquila chrysaetos 

Lives in open and semiopen country 

featuring native vegetation; generally avoid 

developed areas and uninterrupted stretches 

of forest. Found primarily in mountains up to 

12,000 feet, canyonlands, rimrock terrain, 

and riverside cliffs and bluffs. Nest on cliffs 

and steep escarpments in grassland, 

chapparal, shrubland, forest, and other 

vegetated areas. 

      

American peregrine falcon 
10

 

Falco peregrines anatum 

 

Open country near cliff habitat, often near 

water such as rivers, lakes, and marshes; 

nests on ledges or holes on cliff faces and 

crags 

      

Northern goshawk 

Accipiter gentilis 

 

Nests in a variety of forest types including 

deciduous, coniferous, and mixed forests 

including ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, or 

in mixed-forests with fir and spruce; also 

nest in aspen or willow forests; migrants and 

wintering individuals can be observed in all 

coniferous forest types 

 

      

Ferruginous hawk 

Buteo regalis 

 

Open, rolling and/or rugged terrain in 

grasslands and shrubsteppe communities; 

also grasslands and cultivated fields; nests on 

cliffs and rocky outcrops. Winter migrant. 

      

Burrowing owl 

Athene cunicularia 

 

Level to gently sloping grasslands and semi-

desert grasslands; Prairie dog colonies for 

shelter and food  

      

Brewer’s sparrow 

Spizella berweri 

Breeds primarily in sagebrush shrublands, 

but also in other shrublands such as mountain 

mahogany or rabbitbrush; migrants seen in 

wooded, brushy, and weedy riparian, 

agricultural, and urban areas; occasionally 

observed in pinyon-juniper 
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REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 

Longnose leopard lizard 

Gambelia wislizenii 

Desert and semidesert areas with scattered 

shrubs or other low plants; e.g., sagebrush;  

areas with abundant rodent burrows, 

typically below 5,000’ in elevation  

      

Midget faded rattlesnake 
13

 

Crotalus oreganus concolor 

Rocky outcrops for refuge and hibernacula, 

often near riparian; upper limit of 7500’-

9500’ in elevation 

      

Northern leopard frog 

Lithobates pipiens 

Springs, slow-moving streams, marshes, 

bogs, ponds, 

canals, flood plains, reservoirs, and lakes; in 

summer, commonly inhabits wet meadows 

and fields; may forage along water's edge or 

in nearby meadows or fields 

      

Canyon treefrog 

Hyla arenicolor 

Rocky canyon bottoms along intermittent or 

perennial streams in temporary or permanent 

pools or arroyos ; semi-arid grassland, 

pinyon-juniper, pine-oak woodland, 

scrubland, and montane zones; elevation 

1000’ - 10,000’ 

      

PLANTS 

Crandall's rockcress 

Arabis crandallii 

(Boechera crandallii) 

Flowering May-Jun. Grows in limestone 

chip-rock and stony areas, often among 

sagebrush, ridges, and steep hill slopes, B. 

crandallii grows in more open, sometimes 

windswept places, 6500’-8900’; Endemic to 

the Gunnison Basin. 

      

Grand Junction milkvetch 

Astragalus linifolius 

Sparsely vegetated habitats in pinyon-juniper 

and sagebrush communities, often within 

Chinle and Morrison Formation and 

selenium-bearing soils, only known to occur 

on the eastern base of the Uncompahgre 

Plateau; elevation 4800’ – 6200’ 
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Naturita milkvetch 

Astragalus naturitenis 

Cracks and ledges of sandstone cliffs and flat 

bedrock area typically with shallow soils, 

within pinyon-juniper woodland; elevation 

5400’ –  6700’  

      

San Rafael milkvetch 

Astragalus rafaelensis 

Banks of sandy clay gulches and hills, at the 

foot of sandstone outcrops, or among 

boulders along dry watercourses in 

seleniferous soils derived from shale or 

sandstone formations;  

elevation 4500’–  5300’ 

      

Sandstone milkvetch 

Astragalus sesquiflorus 

Sandstone rock ledges (Entrada formation), 

domed slickrock fissures, talus under cliffs, 

sometimes in sandy washes; elevation 5000’ 

– 5500’  

      

Montrose (Uncompahgre) 

bladderpod  

Lesquerella vicina 

Sandy-gravel soil mostly of sandstone 

fragments over Mancos Shale (heavy clays) 

mainly in pinyon-juniper woodlands or in the 

ecotone between it and salt desert scrub; also 

in sandy soils derived from Jurassic 

sandstones and in sagebrush steppe 

communities; elevation 5800’ – 7500’  

      

Colorado (Adobe) desert parsley 

Lomatium concinnum 

Adobe hills and plains on rocky soils derived 

from Mancos Formation shale; shrub 

communities dominated by sagebrush, 

shadscale, greasewood, or scrub oak; 

elevation 5500’ – 7000’  

      

Paradox Valley (Payson’s) lupine 

Lupinus crassus 

Pinyon-juniper woodlands, or clay barrens 

derived from Chinle or Mancos Formation 

shales, often in draws and washes with 

sparse vegetation; elevation 5000’ – 5800’ 
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Paradox (Aromatic Indian) 

breadroot 

Pediomelum aromaticum 

Open pinyon-juniper woodlands in sandy 

soils or adobe hills; elevation 4800’ – 5700’  
      

INVERTEBRATES 

Great Basin silverspot butterfly 

Speyeria nokomis nokomis 

Found in streamside meadows and open 

seepage areas with an abundance of violets 
      

1 
Based on Colorado BLM State Director’s Sensitive Species List (Last update: June 24, 2015). 

2
 Van Reyper G. 2006. Bureau of Land Management TES [threatened, endangered, sensitive] species descriptions. Uncompahgre Field Office, Montrose, CO, updated 2009/ 2010. 

Unpublished document. 
3
 Spackman SB, JC Jennings, C Dawson, M Minton, A Kratz, C Spurrier. 1997. Colorado rare plant field guide. Prepared for the BLM, USFS, and USFWS by the Colorado 

Natural Heritage Program. 
4
 Potential and/or known occurrences in Project Area?  Assessment based on UFO files and GIS data, partner data, and local knowledge. 

5 
Project area is within the current known range of the species? 

6 
Project area contains suitable habitat for the species? 

7 
Project activities will have no effect to the species or it’s habitat 

8 
Project activities may effect individuals of the species or it’s habitat, but not likely to result in a trend toward federal listing 

9 
Project activities are likely to result in a trend toward federal listing for the species 

10
 ESA delisted species. 

11
 Federal candidate species; in accordance with BLM policy and Manual 6840, candidate and proposed species are to be managed and conserved as BLM sensitive species.  For 

the    Gunnison prairie dog, candidate status includes only those populations occurring in the “montane” portion of the species’ range. 
12 Species not known to occur in UFO. 
13 

Validity of subspecies designation is in question by taxonomists. 
14

Species was petitioned for listing and is currently under status review by FWS, and a 12-month finding is pending; i.e., listing of the species throughout all or a significant 

portion of its range may be warranted. 
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Gunnison sage grouse 
i
 

Centrocercus minimus 

Sagebrush communities (especially 
big sagebrush) for hiding and 
thermal cover, food, and nesting; 
open areas with sagebrush stands 
for leks; sagebrush-grass-forb mix 
for nesting; wet meadows for 
rearing chicks 

Year-round resident, breeding.   No data See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

American bittern 

Botaurus lentiginosus 

Marshes and wetlands; ground 
nester 

Spring/ summer resident, 
breeding confirmed in the 
region but not within the UFO 

No data None Y N 

Bald eagle 
g 

 Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Nests in forested rivers and lakes; 
winters in upland areas, often with 
rivers or lakes nearby  

Fall/winter resident, no 
confirmed breeding 

+15.7 
(+12.7) 
+15.7 

(+12.7) 

See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

Ferruginous hawk 

Buteo regalis 

Open, rolling and/or rugged terrain 
in grasslands and shrubsteppe 
communities; also grasslands and 
cultivated fields; nests on cliffs and 
rocky outcrops  

Fall/ winter resident, non-
breeding 

+1.3 (+1.9) 
+0.8 (+1.1) 

See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

Golden eagle 

Aquila chrysaetos 

Open country, grasslands, 
woodlands, and barren areas in hilly 
or mountainous terrain; nests on 
rocky outcrops or large trees 

Year-round resident, breeding -1.7* (-1.3) 
-0.2 (+1.1) 

See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

Peregrine falcon 
g 

Falco peregrinus 

Open country near cliff habitat, 
often near water such as rivers, 
lakes, and marshes; nests on ledges 
or holes on cliff faces and crags  

Spring/summer resident, 
breeding 

+1.6 (+5.5) 
+21.5 

(+18.7) 

See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

Prairie falcon 

Falco mexicanus 

Open country in mountains, steppe, 
or prairie; winters in cultivated 
fields; nests in holes or on ledges on 
rocky cliffs or embankments 

Year-round resident, breeding +2.0 (+2.7) 
+3.4 (+3.1) 

None Y Y 
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Long-billed curlew 

Numenius americanus 

Lakes and wetlands and adjacent 
grassland and shrub communities  

Spring/ fall migrant, non-
breeding 

+0.04 (+0.4) 
-4.8* (-4.7) 

None N N 

Snowy plover 
i 

Charadrius alexandrines 

Sparsely vegetated sand flats 
associated with pickleweed, 
greasewood, and saltgrass 

Spring migrant, non-breeding No Data None N N 

Mountain plover 

Charadrius montanus 

High plain, cultivated fields, desert 
scrublands,  and sagebrush habitats, 
often in association with heavy 
grazing, sometimes in association 
with prairie dog colonies ; short 
vegetation 

Spring/ fall migrant, non-
breeding 

-4.8 (-3.4) 
-1.7 (-0.9) 

None N N 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
i
 

 Coccyzus americanus 

Riparian, deciduous woodlands with 
dense undergrowth; nests in tall 
cottonwood and mature willow 
riparian, moist thickets, orchards, 
abandoned pastures 

Summer resident, breeding No Data 
(No Data) 

+6.4 (+34.1) 

See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

Flammulated owl  

Otus flammeolus 

Montane forest, usually open and 
mature conifer forests; prefers 
ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine 

Summer resident, breeding No Data None   

Burrowing owl 

Athene cunicularia 

Open grasslands and low shrublands 
often in association with prairie dog 
colonies; nests in abandoned 
burrows created by mammals; short 
vegetation 

Summer/ fall resident, 
breeding 

-0.1 (+3.2) 
-0.4 (-0.3) 

See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

Lewis’s woodpecker 

Melanerpes lewis 

Open forest and woodland, often 
logged or burned, including oak, 
coniferous forest (often ponderosa), 
riparian woodland, and orchards, 
less often in pinyon-juniper  

Year-round resident, breeding -2.0 (-0.02) 
-1.9 (+0.3) 

None Y  

Willow flycatcher 
h
 

Empidonax traillii 

Riparian and moist, shrubby areas; 
winters in shrubby openings with  
short vegetation 

Summer resident, breeding -2.8* (-2.5) 
-3.1* (-3.3) 

None Y  

Gray vireo Pinyon-juniper and open juniper-
grassland 

Summer resident, breeding +0.6 (+2.0) 
+1.3 (+1.7) 

None Y  
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Vireo vicinior 

Pinyon jay 

Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus 

Pinyon-juniper woodland Year-round resident, breeding -3.9* (-3.6)* 
-3.1* (-3.0) 

None Y  

Juniper titmouse 

Baeolophus griseus 

Pinyon-juniper woodlands, 
especially juniper; nests in tree 
cavities 

Year-round resident, breeding -0.1 (+0.5) 
-0.9 (-0.6) 

None Y  

Veery 

Catharus fuscescens 

Deciduous forests, riparian, shrubs Possible summer resident, 
observed recently in Gunnison 
County, possible breeding 

-3.4 (+1.7) 
-6.3* (-6.4)* 

None   

Bendire’s thrasher 

Toxostoma bendirei 

Desert, especially areas of tall 
vegetation, cholla cactus, creosote 
bush and yucca, and in juniper 
woodland 

UFO is outside known range -5.2* (-5.3) 
No data 

None N N 

Grace’s warbler 

Dendroica graciae 

Mature coniferous forests Summer resident, breeding -1.8 (+0.5) 
+3.8 (+1.8) 

None   

Brewer’s sparrow 

Spizella breweri 

Sagebrush-grass stands; less often 
in pinyon-juniper woodlands 

Summer resident, breeding -2.1* (-1.5) 
-2.4* (-2.4) 

See assessment under Sensitive Species Section 

Grasshopper sparrow 

Ammodramus savannarum 

Open grasslands and cultivated 
fields 

UFO is outside known range +1.8 (+10.1) 
-3.8* (-0.5) 

None N N 

Chestnut-collared longspur 

Calcarius ornatus 
 

Open grasslands and cultivated 
fields 

Spring migrant, non-breeding No Data 
+0.1 (-4.7) 

None   

Black rosy-finch 

Leucosticte atrata 

Open country including mountain 
meadows, high deserts, valleys, and 
plains; breeds/ nests in alpine areas 
near rock piles and cliffs 

Winter resident, non-breeding No Data None Y  

Brown-capped rosy-finch 

Leucosticte australis 

Alpine meadows, cliffs, and talus 
and high-elevation parks and valleys 

Summer residents, breeding No Data None   
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Cassin’s finch 

Haemorhous cassinii 
 

Open montane coniferous forests; 
breeds/ nests in coniferous forests 

Year-round resident, breeding -1.3 (+0.1) 
-0.7 (+1.9) 

None Y  

a 
Cornell Lab of Ornithology. All about birds: bird guide. < http://www.allaboutbirds.org/guide/> Accessed 05/15/2009. 

b 
Status within the UFO. San Juan Institute of Natural and Cultural Resources. Colorado Breeding Bird Atlas. Fort Lewis College, Durango, Colorado.     

<http://www.cobreedingbirdatlasii.org/> Accessed: 05/15/2009. 
c
 Populations trends based on Patuxent Breeding Bird Survey Results for the Southern Rockies Region and Colorado for 1968-2012 (2000-2010), 95% CI.  Accessed 11/12/2014 < 

http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/reglist12.html> 
d 

Potential and/or known occurrences in Project Area.  Assessment based on UFO files and GIS data, partner data, and local knowledge. 
e 
Project area is within the current known range of the species. 

f 
Project area contains suitable habitat for the species. 

g 
ESA delisted species. 

h 
Non-listed subspecies/ population. 

i 
ESA species. 

j U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2008. Birds of Conservation Concern 2008. United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Migratory Bird 

Management, Arlington, Virginia. 85 pp. [Online version available at <http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/>]. 

* Species that show significant declining trends (p<0.5) in Colorado 
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Mule deer        

Elk        

Pronghorn        

Desert Bighorn        

Rocky Mountain 
Bighorn 

       

Moose        

Mountain goat        
1
 Based on CPW big game data and maps 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


